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AN ITEM ANALYS IS OF SELECTED SUBTESTS ON THE 
PROJECT PALATISHA DEVELOPMENT CHECKLIST 
by 
K itty A .  Ho l low 
June, 1982 
The P roject Palatisha Deve lopmenta l Checklist ( PPDC ) 
i s  a pres c hool screening instrument that is used by many 
dif ferent triba l  Head Start programs throughout the 
we stern Uni ted States . An item ana ly s i s  was made on the 
Cognitive, F ine Motor, and Language subte sts of the PPDC . 
The samp l e  popul ation con s i sted of 202 children ages 3 
through 5 who were enro l led in Head Start programs . The 
Head Start programs who partic ipated were l ocated on the 
Hualapai , Hopi, S a lt River Pima-Maricopa, Makah , Qui leute, 
Cheha l i s , and Yakima Indian Res ervations . One Mexic an 
American Head Start program, Campe sinos Unidos Inc . ,  a l so 
p artic ipated in the study . The i tem ana lys is con s i s ted 
of c omputations for determining i tem dis crimination power 
and i tem di f f ic ulty leve l s  f or 3 7  items in each subte s t . 
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/' 
THE PROBLEM 
5 �· 
> Throughout the 1 97 0 s  there ha s been a s urge toward 
Indian se l f- determination . This ha s been particularly true 
in the f ie ld of education ( Havighurst , 1 9 8 1 ) . Consequently , 
Native Americ ans have begun to administer , p lan , imp lement , 
and evaluate their own educationa l programs . Funding for 
many of these programs is competitive and b a s ed on annua l 
results which provide data that il l ustrate t he progre s s  
that Native Amer ic an s tudents have made throughout the 
program year . Indian education program leaders are a l so 
required to prepare educational ob j ectives for the ir c la s s-
rooms and mon itor early sc reening and intervention for ., 
pos s ib l e  handic apping conditions . 
------) � These requirements immediatel y  bring to the fore the 
area of testing . Native Americans have performed poor ly on 
most standardiz ed tests ( F uchs & Havighur s t , 1 97 3 ) . In 
1 972 , a Bureau of Indian Affairs Task Force c onc luded that 
most c ommerc ia l ly available standardiz ed , n orm ref erenced 
tests unfairly discrimin ate against Native Americans 
( B lanchard , 1 972 ) . The Task Force deve l oped a pol icy 
encouraging the use of criterion referenced tests that fit 
individua l program obj ective s . 
1 
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The Yakima Indian Nation wa s funded in 1 972 by the 
Bureau of Educat ion for the Handicapped ( BEH ) to deve lop a 
demon stration Handicapped Chi ldren's Early Education Project 
( HCEEP ) .  In p erusing the ava i labi l ity of appropriate assess-
ment instruments that would meet the identified project 
goal� and objective s , it was determined that , at the time, 
such ins trument s  were unavailab le and / or unpub li shed . 
Therefore, projec t personnel made the dec i s ion that an 
informa l deve lopmenta l a s sessment instrument would be 
deve l oped . The purpose of doing this was twofold : to 
provide an eas i ly admini stered deve lopmental instrument with 
information regarding the status of chi ldren in five deve lop-
mental area s ; and to combine the c oordinati on of the as sess-
ment and instruc tion proc e sses . It was determined that once 
a s se s sment wa s comp lete, there wa s a need to imp lement 
intervention activities that woul d  be based on areas of need 
( or defi c i t  areas ) as determined by the a s se s sment proce s s . 
The result was an instrument titled The Projec t Palati sha 
Deve l opmenta l Checklist ( PPDC ) . It was originally written by 
a spec i a l  educ ator and a speech patholog i s t. The proc ess of 
the selec tion of i tems was done in a 2 - year period . A l arge 
nwnber of a s s e s sment procedures c ommon ly used to measure 
each of five area s - - Cogn ition , F ine Motor, Language, Gross 
Motor , and Self Help Ski l l s--were reviewed in depth. Items 
were selec ted and p l aced on the checklist u s ing the 
f ollowing c ri teri a : ( a )  items c ould not b e  judged to be 
c u ltura l ly biased; ( b )  i tems had to be teachab le items that 
c ould serve a s  instruc tiona l obj ec tive s in an educ ational 
s e tting; and {c ) items had to fit into a deve lopmenta l 
sequenc e in each of the five deve lopmental areas. 
The s e  items were then sorted into one of the five 
categories and sequenced so that each item was "eas i e r "  
or deve lopmenta l ly " lowe r "  than the i tem which fo llowed . 
Each item has an assumed value of 1 1/ 2 months . Because 
of the s equenc e of the items and value ass igned to each 
i tem , it is pos sib le to calc ulate an approximate develop-
menta l a ge for each c ategory . That i s ,  i t  i s  possib le to 
s ay that a chi ld's performance i s  simi lar to that of an 
average child of a given age . 
3 
The PPDC c an a lso be used a s  a basis for the development 
of educational programs or short-term obj ec tives for 
c la s s rooms or individua l chi ldren. It can be used as one 
method for determining if a chi ld should b e  ref erred for 
further a s sessment and diagnosis. An edited copy of the 
PPDC is inc luded in Appendix A. 
� .J 
Statement of the Problem 
Three ma j or revi s ions of the test were made during 
1 972 through 1 974 ; the years of demon s trat i on. These 
informal rev i s ion s were based on informati on concerning 
whether the test items were c ul tura lly b i a sed , the c larity 
of the i tems , and re levance the i tems had to instruction. 
The information wa s obtained from c la s s room teachers who 
were administering the tests . The probl em i s  none of these 
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revis ions were based on any s tatistical evaluation of the 
test items . There has never been a f ormal s tudy to determirte 
the validity of the test . Therefore , the accuracy or 
reli ability of screening for referrals made on the basis 
of test s cores may be open to ques tion . 
3� 
Purpose of the Study 
This s tudy wa s undertaken to conduct an internal 
validation of the Project Palatisha Developmental Checklist 
by performing an item analysis to determine whether the 
ins trument contain s  internal consistency and item dis crimina-
t ion power . 
Quest ion 
This s tudy examined f o�r question s . How well do the 
developmental age level scores given at the back of the PPDC 
correlate with the actual mean s cores obtained f or the 
different age levels of the sample? Do the items of the 
PPDC discriminate b etween the high and low s coring students ? 
What is the item difficulty level of items 1 2  through 4 8  
on the PPDC Cognitive , Fine Motor , and Language subtests? 
I s  there a s tatis tically s ignificant dif ference between 
the male and f emale s cores on the three PPDC s ub tests? 
3� 
Importance of the Study 
All the Native American preschool children enrolled 
in the Yakima Indian Education Program are adminis tered the 
PPDC as a screening instrument . The Tribal sch ool also 
uses the checkli s t  to determine how much ga in the children 
have made in the f ive area s by administering it in the fall 
and again in the spring of every year . 
Today the PPDC is used by almost every tribal Head 
Start program in the state of Washington for screening 
purposes .  There are many other Native American preschool 
programs in Alaska , Ari z ona , Idaho , Montana, Oregon , and 
Wyoming th�t are u s ing it. The need to s tudy the internal 
validity of the test is overdue because of the number of 
programs that rely on the test re sults for/referral and 
5 
appropriate educa tional planning . The f indings of this study 
will then be u s ed to revise and update the pre sent PPDC. 
?i c: 
Limitations of the S tudy 
The study was limited by fac tors of sample s i z e , 
variabili ty o f  t e s t  administrators ,  and selec ted sub te sts . 
')) 
Sampling Charac teri stic s 
Thi s study was limited to seven Native American Head 
Start programs in the states of Washington and Arizona . 
One Mexican-Americ an or Migrant program from C ali fornia also 
partic ipated in the study . Only children who were between 
the ages o f  2 years , 1 0  1 / 2 months and 5 year s , 1 1 / 2 months 
old at the time the tests were admini s tered were inc luded 
in the sample . 
•) 
) 
Test Admini strators 
Thi s  s tudy was limited because of the many dif ferent 
teachers who admin i s tered the PPDC . Every te s t  administrator 
wa s trained by the Yakima Indian Tr iba l Preschool Proje c t  
Pa lati sha staff . However , it was not always f inanc i a l ly 
pos sib l e  to conduc t on- s ite vi sits to determine i f  the 
instrument wa s b e ing administered exactly acc ording to the 
manual d irections .  
Selected Subtes t s  
This s tudy was l imi ted to 3 7  i tems of each o f  the 
three PPDC subte s t s  most common ly used and admin i s tered in 
each pres c hool program : Cognitive; Fine Motor; and 
Language. The o ther two subte sts ( Gros s  Motor and Se l f  
Help �ki l l s )  were not a lways admini s tered which resulted in 
lack of enough data for the inve stigation of item ana lyses 
for the se two areas. 
Def inition of Terms 
For the purpose o f  this study the fol lowing terms 
have been defined : 
D Native American . Any individua l l iving on or o f f  a 
6 
reservation , who : {a ) i s  an enrol led member o f  a tribe, band, 
or groups terminated s ince 1 9 4 0  and recogn i zed now or in the 
future by the state in which they res ide , or who i s  a 
de scendant , in the f irst or second degree , of any such 
member; or (b)  is an E skimo , Aleut , or other Ala ska Native. 
\ I 
'l Pre schoo l . A program or c l a s s  operated for the 
purpose o f  providing early training to enhance the readine s s  
o f  chi ldren for regular school instruc t ion; usual ly focusing 
on ages 3 to 5 .  For the purposes of this study , the 
ma j ority of pres c hoo l s  are Head Start Programs . 
Interna l val idation . An attempt to determine or . 
improve the va l idity of a test by studying the test items 
and the tota l make-up of the test . 
Item analys i s . Any one o f  several methods used in 
test va lidation or improvement to determine how we ll a 
given que stion o r  i tem d i sc riminates among ind ividua l s  or 
di fferent degree s  of abi l ity or among individua ls d i f fering 
in some other charac teristic ; or the ac t or proce s s  o f  
determining any systematic information , _such a s  discrimina­
tion , di f f i culty , etc . , about a test item ( Good, 1 9 7 3 ) . 
Item d i sc rimination power . The degree to wh ich a 
test item discriminate s between pup i l s  with high and low 
achievement (Gron lund , 1 9 7 1 ) . 
Item d i f f ic u lty leve l . The percentage of students who 
answer an i tem correc tly ( Gay , 1 9 7 9 ) . 
Organization of the Remainder of the Study 
The remainder of the study wi l l  en large upon the 
following materi a l : 
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Chapter II c ontains a review o f  the l ite�ature c oncerning 
s tudies examining item ana ly s i s  procedure s and guideline s . 
Chapter III deal s  with the method and procedure us�d 
to gather data for the s tudy . 
Chapter IV c onta in s  the presentation of the data that 
were s ununarized. 
Chapter V presents a summary , conclus ion s ,  sugges ted 
courses of action , and recommendations for revisin g  the 
PPDC. 
CHAPTER II 
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
,p An i tern analy s i s  of a test c an be done for a variety 
of r�ason s . Green ( 1 9 6 3 )  said that three steps to good 
te st c on s truction include : p lanning; cons truc tion , and 
eva luation . One method of eva luation incudes an i tem 
ana lysi s . Gay ( 1 9 7 9 ) and Ahmann and Glock ( 1 9 7 1 ) c onunented 
on the importance of us ing an item analysis a f ter the test 
has been admini stered to examine each item' s strengths and 
f laws . A pattern of responses may re sult from an i tem 
analy s i s  and this pattern can be used to a s s e s s  an i tem' s 
e f f ectiven es s . Thi s permits f or better interpretation of 
test results ( Gay , 1 9 7 9) and provides guidance for i tem 
r evi s ion . For example , i f  many s tudents mis s the same 
item it may n ot mean they did not achieve the c orresponding 
obj ective but rather that the item itse l f  may be defective . 
Green ( 1 96 3 )  s tated that an item analysi s provid e s  a check 
f or internal valid i ty of a te st. Ro scoe ( 1 9 7 5 )  discussed 
an approach to estab l i sh test reliab ility us ing the Kuder­
Richardson f ormula 2 0  computa tion for item ana lysi s . 
There are many ways to conduct an item analy s i s  but 
the merits of any individual method have not b een estab li shed 
( Ahmann & Gloc k , 1 9 7 1 ) . This does not decre a se the 
8 
importance o f  an item analys is . Rudner (1 9 8 0 )  has 
researched the identi fic ation and e limination o f  tes t items 
appearing to meas ure dif ferent traits acro s s  population 
and /or culture group s  and i s  in support o f  the use of 
s tati stical i tem ana lys i s  for this purpose . P lake ( 1 9 8 0 )  
used ·the subj ective ratings of c urriculum spe c i a l i sts to 
identi fy biased i tems on the Iowa Tes t of Basic Sk i l l s . 
She then used a stat i s ti c a l  item ana lys i s  to eva luate 
s tudent responses to spec i fic te s t  items . Re sults 
s howed little agreement between the s tati stic a l  ana lys i s  
and the s ubj ective methods o f  f inding poor t e s t  i tems. 
Although the spec ific formulas used for i tem ana lys i s  
vary , Ahmann and Glock ( 1 9 7 1 ) , Gay ( 1 9 7 9 )  1 Green ( 1 9 6 3 ) , 
Wood ( 1 9 6 0 ) , and P lake and Hoover ( 1 9 8 0 )  agreed on the two 
maj or aspects to examine: item difficulty leve l and item · 
di scrimination power. 
Item Di fficulty Leve l 
Item d i f f i c ulty ( ID )  refers to the percentage of 
s tudents who answered the i tem c orrectly . I t  is inversely 
rel ated to d i f f i culty because the larger the proportion o f  
s tudents getting an i tem right , the easier the i tem . 
Gay ( 1 97 9 ) and Wood ( 1 9 6 0 )  both sugges ted a s imi lar formula 
for computing i tem d i f f iculty : 
I D  = Nr (1 0 0 )  Nt 
. .  
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where 
ID = item d i f f i culty or percentage of s tudents who 
ans wered the item correctly . 
Nr = number of students who answered the item 
correc t ly . 
'Nt = total number of s tudents who attempt to answer 
the item. 
1 0  
Ahmann and Glock ( 1 9 7 1 )  pointed out that thi s  formula 
does not a l low for two f ac tors . First that the total number 
of s tudents who a ttempted to ans wer the que stion is not 
nece s sa r i ly the same a s  the total number who are admini s tered 
the te st. Secondly, the number of students who an swered 
the item c orrectly may not be the same a s  the number of 
s tudents who know the correct an swer . Some s tudent s may 
have gue s sed and an swered an item correctly. Should a 
c orrection for ''gues ses " be computed when i tem di f ficulty 
l eve l is computed? Nevo ( 1 9 8 0 ) , Cudeck ( 1 9 8 0 ) , Rudner 
( 1 9 8 0 ) , and P l ake ( 1 9 8 0 )  have e stab l i s hed s uch formulas . 
According to Ahmann and Glock ( 1 9 7 1 )  and Gay ( 1 9 7 9 ) , however ,  
the added computat ional burden for thes e  new formulas can 
b e  troub l e s ome and do not vary s i gnificantly from the given 
formula .  
Once the item difficul ty has been computed , an 
appropriate and acceptabl e  leve l must be determined . Aga in , 
there i s  l ittle agreement on an acceptab le d i f f iculty leve l . 
Mo s t  of the literature reviewed recommended a .SO or 5 0 %  
dif ficulty level which indicates that 5 0 %  o f  the student s 
answered the item right and 5 0 %  answered the item wrong. 
Green ( 1 9 6 3 )  recommended a 5 0 %  difficu lty leve l . Ahmann 
1 1  
and Glock ( 1 9 71 )  concluded that an acceptable difficulty 
l eve l ranges between 4 0 %  and 7 0 %  to a l low for very poor 
s tudents and very good student s . Gay ( 1 9 7 9 )  pointed out 
that ·the d i f f iculty leve l is dependent on the type of test 
i tem . She sugges ted that a short-answer-que stion diff iculty 
leve l  range from . 30 to . 7 0 .  A true-fa l s e  item difficulty 
l eve l should be . 7 5 because a c hance d i f f iculty leve l of 
. 5 0 is very high . She a l so stated that f or criterion 
re ferenced tes t s , the highes t  d i f ficulty leve l pos sible i s  
preferred . Wood ( 1 9 6 0 )  commented that the diff iculty level 
s hould vary from 1 5 %  to 85% throughout the test . A few 
items should be significantly more d i f f i cult in an attempt 
to motivate the poorest students and cha l lenge the best 
student s . He f urther recommended that for se lec ting or 
s creening for " exceptionally poor s tudents" the average 
d i ff iculty leve l should be much higher than the 5 0 %  leve l . 
Item D i scrimination 
Item discrimination power refers to how wel l  each item 
d i s criminate s between high achievers and low achievers . 
A high , pos itive discriminating power ( DP }  means that the 
h igher achieving s tudents answered the i tem correctly and 
the lower achieving s tudents did not .  
The f ormula used by Ahmann and Glock ( 1 97 1 ) , Green 
( 1 9 6 3 ) , and Wood ( 1 9 6 0 )  i s: 
) 
where 
DP = U - L N 
DP = i tem di scriminating power . 
U = number of pupi ls.  in the upper group who an swered 
the test i tem correc tly. 
L = number of pupi ls in the lower group who answered 
the i tem c orrect ly . 
N = number of pupi l s  in each o f  the two group s . 
Green ( 1 9 6 3 )  indicated that the DP wi ll range from 
+1 . 0 0 to - 1 . 0 0 and that on ly i tems that show a pos itive 
s core should be retained . He also c oncluded that a DP 
o f  +. 4 0  is mo st desirab le. Ahmann and Glock ( 1 97 1 )  and 
1 2  
Gay ( 1 97 9 )  conc luded that a DP score less than + . 3 0  indicates 
a need for the item to be revi sed . 
Gay ( 1 97 9 ) surrunariz ed three po s s ib i lities for DP 
s cores : ( a )  U i s  greater than L--this ind icates that the 
i tem is behaving the same way as the rest o f  the test and 
that more s tudents in the upper group responded correc tly to 
the i tem . ( b )  U = L- - indicate s a DP of zero and that the 
i tem doe s  not discr iminate between the upper and lower 
achieving s tudents. ( c )  U is less than L-- th i s  means that 
the i tem i s  behaving oppos ite to the entire test and that 
the lower achieving s tudents were more succ e s s ful on the 
i tem than the higher achieving s tudents . Thi s  produces a 
ne gative DP score and the item should b e  deleted from the 
test (Green , 1 9 6 3 ) . 
Gay ( 1 97 9 ) and Wood ( 1 9 6 0) c autioned about the 
a s s umption that the test i s  measuring one type o f  outcome 
or one uni tary factor . If the test i s  measuring more than 
one type o f  abi lity the DP scores are like ly to be 
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"somewhat di storted and in genera l lower " ( Gay , 1 97 9 ,  p .  2 6 7 ) . 
Cudedk ( 1 9 8 0 ) discussed the problem of the s e  restrictive 
a s s umption s  and introduced a lengthy and c omplex formula 
for a lleviating the prob lem. Gay ( 1 9 7 9 ) , however ,  suggested 
a s impler sol ution. She advoc ated c omputing a DP for each 
individua l s ubtest , i f  pos s ible , and comparing the item 
to the subtest score . This separate i tem ana ly si s  f or each 
indiv idua l s ubtest wi ll result i n  a more acc urate and 
appropri ate DP score . 
Wood ( 1 9 6 0 )  di scus s ed the us age o f  outs ide criteria to 
determine upper and lower achievers. He pointed out the 
impo s sibility of using outsi de criteria with large samp l e s  
and explained that the computation of the D P  therefore 
usua l ly resorts to an internal c riterion where a mea sure of 
the indiv idua l i tem is compared to the total test score. 
The number of s tudents to use in the upper and lower 
group wi l l  depend upon the s i z e  o f  the entire samp l e . 
Ahmann and Glock ( 1 9 7 1 )  sugge sted dividing the s ampl e  in 
h a l f , or into thirds and disc arding the midd l e  third. They 
a l so suggested using the upper and lower 2 7 %  and di scarding 
the midd l e  4 6 % . Green ( 1 9 6 3 )  suggested using the top and 
bottom 3 0 % .  
Sample S i ze 
Ahmann and G lock (1 9 7 1 ) and Gay ( 1 9 7 9 )  di scus sed an 
item ana ly s i s  proc edure for c las sroom teacher s  to use with 
their c la s s room tests . Typical ly , a teacher may have to 
ana lyze his or her tes t  using a sma l l  samp l e  ( 4 0  or less ). 
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S ampl ·e s i z e s  a s  low a s  2 0  and 3 0  were reported a s  acceptab le 
by Gay ( 1 97 9 ) . Green ( 1 9 6 3 )  and Wood ( 1 96 0 ) , however, both 
s uggested that at l ea s t  1 0 0  te s ts should b e  inc luded in an 
i tem analy s i s . Nevo ( 1 9 8 0) and Cudeck ( 1 9 8 0 )  have recently 
d e signed formulas to use with sma l ler samp l e s . Nevo compared 
o utc omes of an item analysis proc edure used with a large 
s amp le and a sma l l  s ample . The precedure wa s identic a l  for 
both samp l e s . The research indicated that there were no 
s ignific ant d i f f e rences between the smal ler and l arger 
sample uuLt.:ornes .  He further stated that when c onduc ting rm 
i tem analysis " Nece s s ary samp l e  s iz e s  were much smaller than 
those indic ated by the l iterature " ( p . 3 2 9 ) . 
Summary 
Literature s upports the need and importance of a 
s tatistical item analysis for eva luation o f  a test. Many 
authors (Ahmann & G lock , 1 9 7 1 ;  Gay , 1 9 7 9; Green , 1 9 6 3 ,  
P lake, 1 9 8 0 ; Wood , 1 9 6 3 )  agreed that for an item ana lys i s  
the d i f f iculty level o f  each i tem and each item ' s 
discrimination power should be computed . Acc eptable 
d i f f iculty leve l s  are dependent on the type of test item 
( true-fal s e, multiple choic e , etc . )  and the type of test . 
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Gay ( 1 9 7 9 )  suggested a high diff iculty leve l i s  more 
appropriate for a c riterion referenced test s uc h  as the 
PPDC . Wood ( 1 9 6 0 )  further recommended if a t e s t  l ike the 
PPDC is designed to screen c hi ldren for handicapp ing 
conditions then the average d i f f iculty leve l s hould be much 
higher than the 50 % level.  I tem d i sc rimination power refers 
to how well t he item discriminates between the high and l ow 
achievers .  A discrimination power o f  z ero o r  a negative 
score i s  general ly nonacc eptable (Ahmann & G lock , 1 9 7 1 ; 
Gay , 1 97 9 ;  Green , 1 9 6 3 ) . Gay (1 9 7 9 )  a l so sugge sted that 
when a test has d i f ferent subtests , suc h  as the PPDC, then 
a s eparate i tem ana l y s i s  for determining d i s c r iminating 
power should be c onduc ted on eac h subte st. S amp le s i z e  c an 
vary from 1 0 0  tests ( Green , 1 9 6 3 ;  Wood , 1 9 6 0 )  to sma l l  
samp l e s  o f  2 0  or 30 (Cudeck , 1 9 8 0 ;  Nevo , 1 9 8 0 ) . 
Although there are many complex formulas for item 
analy s i s , the outc ome of the se do not vary s igni f icantly 
from the s impler formulas (Ahmann & Gloc k , 1 9 7 1 ) . 
CHAP'l'ER I I I  
THE PROCEDURE 
The PPDC i s  u s ed extens ive ly by the Yakima Triba l  
Preschool. A meeting wa s scheduled with one o f  the 
original authors of the P PDC, Jaqueline Walker, pre s ently 
the As s i stant Superintendent of the Yakima Triba l  Educa tion 
Program . Her knowl edge o f  the PPDC format and usage 
he lped to direc t the cour s e  of action for the i tem ana ly s i s . 
Sample Selection 
Since 1 9 7 5  the Yakima Tribe's Pro j ec t  Palatisha 
Program s ta f f  members have provided training on the 
adminis tration and interpretation of the PPDC . Thes e  
training s e s s ions were usua l ly 1 week long and occurred 
either at the Yakima Tribal Education Program or on- s ite a t  
the individual programs . A mai l ing l i s t  was provided wh ich 
inc luded 1 4  Migrant Head Start programs and 3 6  Native 
American Head Start programs who had a l l  received training 
on the adminis trat ion of the PPDC. The se programs were 
located in the f o l l owing state s : Alaska , Ari z ona , Cali fornia , 
District of Columbia , F lorida , Idaho, Georgia, Mis s i s s ipp i , 
Montana , Nevada , New Mexico, North Carol ina , Washington , 
and Wyomin g .  
1 6  . 
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A letter and survey form ( see Appendix B )  were drafted 
and mai led in Dec ember 1 9 8 1  to a ll of the 50  programs on 
the mai ling list .  The letter exp lained the intent of the 
item ana lys is and requested that o ld tests and the ir scores 
be mai led in original form to the writer . The survey 
requested that a long with the tests , informa tion on each 
c hi ld be provided to inc lude the c h i ld ' s  birthdate , s ex, 
race , handicapping condition , if any ,  and whether the test 
had been used a s  a referr a l  or not . I t  was required that 
c hi ldren ' s  names be de leted from the tests . 
Seven Native American tribe s  responded inc luding the 
Hua lapai , Hop i , and Salt River P ima-Maricopa tribes in 
Ar izona, and the Qui leute , Makah , Cheha lis , and Yak ima 
Tribe s  i n  Washington . One Migrant program responded from 
Californ i a , Campesinos Unidos Inc . Two additional tribe s , 
the B lack feet from Montana and the Pima from Ari zona , ca lled 
to say they had numerous test scores but did not have the 
personne l avai lable for organi z ing them for the stud y .  
There fore, these were not inc luded in the study . 
From Dec ember 1 9 8 1  through March 1 9 8 1 , 3 0 3 test 
instrument s  were c olle cted by mai l  for the s tudy . The Hopi 
and Yakima Head Start programs could not provide a c tua l 
tests for some o f  the children . For the s e  tests , a graph 
of the c hi ldren's responses and scores on eac h of the 
·subtests were provided instead . 
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Categoriz ing the Data 
The n ext step wa s categor i z ing the ins truments or tests 
into age l eve l s . On the PPDC a chi ld's deve lopmenta l age 
level is c a lculated acc ording to the number o f  correc t  
respon se s .  For examp l e , a score o f  2 9  o n  any one o f  the 
P PDC ·subtests is equivalent to the deve lopmental age of 
3-7 1 /2 .  Below i s  a l i st o f  the PPDC scor e s  and the 
corresponding deve lopmental age s . 
PPDC Score 
2 4  
2 5  
2 6  
2 7  
2 8  
2 9  
3 0  
3 1  
3 2  
3 3  
3 4  
3 5  
3 6  
3 7  
3 8  
3 9  
4 0  
Table 1 
PPDC Score s and the Corresponding 
Developmenta l Age 
Corresponding Deve loping Age 
3-0 
3-1 1 / 2  
3-3 
3-4 1 / 2 
3-6 
3 -7 1 / 2 
3-9 
3 - 1 0 1 / 2 
4 -0 
4 -1 1 / 2 
4 -3 
4 -4 1 /2 
4 - 6  
4 -7 1 / 2 
4 -9 
4 -1 0  1 /2 
5 -0 
The PPDC has 1 7  deve lopmental age leve l s  for chi ldren 
who have ages of 3- 0 to 5-0 . Con sequent ly , the tests had 
to be sorted into these 1 7  different l eve l s . 
1 9  
The exact chronologica l  age to the neare s t  day ,  month , 
and year was calculated for each child in the s tudy . This 
was done by s ubtrac ting the c h i ld's birthdate from the date 
the test was admini s tered . When pre and pos ttest date s 
were inc lude d ,  only the pretes t  date and scores were used. 
I f  a child wa s tested over a period of days , then the test 
adminis trator was asked to e s t imate the bes t  date to· record 
for date of test administration . 
Upper and l ower real l imits were e s tabl i s hed for each 
deve lopmenta l age leve l ( see Table 1 ) .  The tests were then 
p laced in the appropriate leve l . 
Recording Indivi dual I tem Re spon s e s  
Recording the re spon s e s  f o r  each individua l item was 
the next s tep . Computer sheets were used . Each in strument 
was a s s igned a number from 0 0 0  through 2 0 1 . Each deve lop­
menta l age leve l was a s s i gned a number from 1 through 1 7 . 
Every chi ld's r e spon s e  for i tems 1 2  through 4 8  was then 
rec orded for the Cogn i tive , F ine Motor , and Language 
subte sts. 
Instructions for admini stering the PPDC indicate that 
each child's te sting should begin at the item nearest to 
the chi ld's chronologica l  age . The table inc luded earlier 
may be used to determine this item . Onc e t e sting has 
age leve ls be low age 3- 0 or above age 5-0 .  Other tests 
had inaccurate scoring procedures. Some of the tests had 
not e s tab l i shed basal and /or cei l ing leve l s  according to 
the PPDC adminis tration manual ins truction s . Therefore , a 
tota l o f  1 0 1  te sts were de leted from the s tudy. 
Item D i f ficulty Leve l 
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Once the i tem re spons e s  had been tabul ated and recorded , 
the d i f f iculty leve l of each item wa s cal culated . The 
f ormula used was the one suggested by Gay ( 1 9 7 9) and Wood 
( 1 96 0) :  
where 
ID = Nr ( 1 0 0) Nt 
ID = i tem d i f f iculty or percentage of s tudents who 
an swered the item correc t ly . 
Nr = number of students who an swered the item 
correct ly . 
Nt = total number of s tudents who attempted to answer 
the item . 
Item D i s crimination Power 
The i tem d i s crimination power for each i tem was then 
ca l culated . The formula u sed for determining discrimination 
power wa s sugge s ted by Ahmann and Glock ( 1 9 7 1 ), Green ( 1 9 6 3) ,  
and Wood ( 1 9 6 0 ) .  
DP U - L =---N 
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where 
DP = item di scrimination power . 
u = number of pupils in the upper group who answered 
the test i tem c orrec tly. 
L = number of pupils in the lower group who answered 
the item c orrectly . 
N = number of pupils in each of the groups. 
The upper and lower groups had to be e stablished in 
order to c alculate the di scrimination power . Thi s was done 
f or e ach of the 1 7  age levels. The s i ze of the groups was 
determine d  by the limited number of subj ect s  available in 
c ertain a ge levels . The upper group con s i sted of the three 
highes t  scor e s  in each subte st . The lower group c on s i sted 
of the three lowest score s . The se s ix sc or e s  were recorded 
and used to calc ulate the di scrimination power for each 
individual item . 
Analyzing the Data 
The item di f f ic ulty level scores and the item di scrimina­
tion power scor e s  were then examined f or a pa ttern of 
responses.  I f  an item had an irregular pattern or an 
unacceptable DL or DP score, it was earmarke d  f or item 
revi s ion . 
Calculating Subtest Mean Scor e s  
Each in s trument was also examined t o  a s sure that 
proper scor e s  had been recorded in the Cogn itive , Fine 
Motor , and Language s ubtests. Thes e  scor e s  were then plac ed 
) 
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in the appropriate subte s t  age level ( see Appendix C )  . Male 
score s  for each o f  the three subte sts in e ac h  of the 1 7  
deve lopmental age level s  were computed and totaled . Nine 
mean s c ores, three for male s , three for f e male s, and thre e  
for both,were recorded . 
'The mean s core s  for male s, f emales, and both were then 
compared with the PPDC deve lopmental age l eve l s  for e ac h  
subte st. Nine Pears on Produc t Moment corre l ation coeffic ien ts 
were calc ul ated and c ompared .  
Calculating Male / Female D i fferences 
Four t-te s ts wer e  c alc ulated to determine if there were 
any s ignif icant d i f f e rence s  between the male and f emale 
scores on the d i f f e rent subte sts . The se obtained t-value s  
were compared t o  required t-value o f  ±2 . 04 2  which is the 
t-value for degrees of f r eedom of 3 0  at the . 0 5 l eve l of 
signific ance . 
Summary 
The fol l owin g  proc e dure was used for c onduc ting an 
item analys is for items 1 2  through 4 8  on the Cogn i t ive, 
Fine Motor, and Language s ubtests o f  the PPDC . 
1 .  A l etter and s urvey were s ent to 50 of the 
Native American and Migrant Head Start program s  who had 
rece ived train in g  on admini s tering the PPD C . 
2 .  Re spons e s  f rom s even Native American Head S tart 
programs and one Migrant Head Start program were rec e ived . 
3 .  Chronological ages for each child's test were 
calculated to the nearest day , month , and year. 
4 .  Te sts were c ategori zed into 1 7  different age 
levels . The s e  age levels were determined by the deve l­
opmental age leve l s  used on the PPDC. 
·s. The response o f  each child on items 1 2  through 4 8  
on the Cognitive , Fine Motor , and Language subtests was 
recorded and talli ed .  
6 .  T e s t s  were screened and any instruments with 
inappropriate age levels or inacc urate scoring procedures 
were deleted. 
7. Each item ' s d i f f iculty level was calculated . 
8 .  Each item's discrimination power was computed . 
9 .  D i f ficulty leve l scor e s  and discrimination power 
scores were analy z ed for pattern s of response . Irregular 
pattern s  or unacceptab l e  score s were noted . 
1 0. Cogn itive , Fine Motor , and Language subte s t  scores 
were recorded in appropri ate age leve l s . The se same scores 
were divided into male and female c ategories. 
1 1 .  Mean scores were calculated for each o f  the 
1 7  age leve l s  in Cognitive , Fine Motor , and Language for 
male s , female s ,  and a c ombination of both . 
1 2 . Correlation coe f f ic ients were calculated by 
comparing the obtained mean scores and the deve lopmental 
age leve l scores on the PPDC. A total of n ine c orrelation 
coefficients were made , three for each subte st for males , 
three for f emale s , and three for the comb ined groups . 
• 
1 3 .  Four t-value s  between the male s  and females were 
c alculated for e ac h  mean subte s t  score and the total mean 
score. 
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CHAPTER IV 
THE RESULTS 
Sample S i z e  and Charac ter i s tic s 
Eight Head Start programs were inc luded in the study, 
seven Native Americ an pro grams loc ated on re servation land� 
and one Mexican American program located in Brawley , 
Ca lifornia . T he seven Native American tribe s  inc luded in 
the s tudy were the Hualapai , Hop i , and S a lt River Pima­
Maricopa from Ari zona, and the Qui leute , Makah, Chehalis , 
and Yakima tribes from Washington . 
For the purpos e s  of this study, the partic ipants were 
class i fied only according to the Head Start program in 
which they were enrolled . The degree of Native Americ an 
or Mexican American blood of each partic ipant wa s not deter­
mined . Although no exac t f i gure wa s c a lculated, a small 
number of c hi ldren were from tribe s other than those 
listed because some of the programs inc lude Native Americans 
f rom other tribes or Ca�c a s ian chi ldren in their c las srooms . 
Each program c ho s e  the tests to mai l  for the s tudy . 
A total of 3 0 3  tests were c o llec ted . As a result 
of inappropriate c hrono logical age or inaccurate sc oring 
procedures , 101  te s t s  were de leted from the study, leaving 
a tota l of 202 te s ts . Table 2 is  a distribution of the 
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tota l te s t s  inc luded in the s tudy by Head Start program 
and c hrono logical age leve l . 
Over ha l f  o f  the participants , 1 27 ,  or 6 3 % ,  were 
enro l led in the Yakima Triba l  Head Start program . The 
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S a l t  River Pima-Maricopa Head Start program repres ented the 
second l a rges t  group o f  2 0  partic ipants .  The third l arges t  
group con s i s ted of 1 9  partic ipants f rom the Makah Triba l 
Head Start progra m .  The fourth l arge s t  group represented 
wa s f rom the Hopi Triba l Head S tart program with 1 8  
participants. T he only Mexican Americ an Head Start program , 
Campes inos Unidos Inc . , c on s isted of 9 c hi ldren . The 
Cheha l i s , Qui leute , and Hual apai Head Start programs were 
the l e a s t  repre s ented . They each inc luded only 3 partic ipants 
in the s tudy. 
It i s  mandated by law that 1 0 %  of the Head Start 
enrol lment be children with a handicapping condition . 
Consequently , a variety o f  handic apping condition s  were 
inc luded in this study . Table 3 i s  a dis tribution of the 
partic ipants by handicapping condition . Mos t  of the 
c hi l dren , a total of 1 7 3, or 8 6 % , had no handicapping 
c ondition . Ten c hi ldren were c la s s if ied a s  mental ly 
retarded, 9 a s  speech imparied , 4 had multipl e  handicapping 
c ondition s , and 2 had a hearing impairment ,  behavior disorder, 
or health i mpairment . 
The 3-3 chronological age ( CA) leve l had 5 0 %  ( 3  out of 
6 )  of the partic ipants ident if ied as having a handic apping 
c ondition . The 4-6 and 3- 1 0  1 / 2 leve l s  each had 1 4  
partic ipants and 3 ,  or 2 1 % ,  with a handicapping condition . 
The 3 - 6  an d 3-7 1 /2 age leve l s  had 1 6  partic ipants 
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with 3 ,  or 1 9% ,  with a handicapping condition . The 3 - 1  1 / 2 , 
3-4  1 /2 ,  and 5 - 0  CA levels did not have any children with 
a handicapping condition . The r emaining CA leve l s  had only 
1 or 2 participants with a handic ap . A tota l of 2 9 ,  or 
1 4 % , o f  the entire sample were identified as having a 
handic appin g  condition . 
Categoriz ing the Data 
Table 4 il lus trates the frequency of students in each 
CA level. A CA l eve l is determined by the upper and lower 
age limits . For examp l e , the CA age level of 3-6 inc lude s 
children who are between 3 years , 5 months , 8 days old 
and 3 year s , 6 months , 2 2  days old . I f  a child at the time 
of te s ting is 3 years , 5 months ,  1 0  days old , that child 
would be plac ed in the 3-6 CA leve l . I f  a child is 
3 years , 5 months , 6 days old at the time of testing that 
child wou l d  be placed in the 3-4 1 /2 age level. 
The l arge s t  CA level was 4 - 1  1 / 2  with 2 0  participants . 
The 3-0 and 5 -0 l evel s  had only 5 participants. The 
3 - 4  1 /2 CA level wa s the sma l l e s t  with only 4 participants . 
Table 4 a l so shows how many ma l e s  and f emales are in 
each CA leve l . There were 107 , or 5 3% ,  fem�le s included 
in the samp le and 95 , or 4 7 %  male s .  The 3-0 CA level had 
no mal e s  repre sented . The 3-6 CA level had the large st 
number o f  ma le s ( 10)  and the 4-1 1 / 2  CA l eve l had the 
larges t  number o f  females ( 1 2 )  . · 
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The frequency c o lumn ( f )  on Table 4 represents the 
total numb e r  of partic ipants in a CA level . The cumulative 
frequency ( c f ) o f  a CA leve l indicate s  the number of 
partic ipants i n  the s tudy which f a l l  below the upper-re a l  
limit o f  the C A  leve l ( Roscoe , 1 9 7S) . 
I tem Difficulty Level 
Tabl e  SA , SB, and SC are lists of the diff iculty leve l s  
that were c a l c ulated f or each item . The PPDC i s  a c riterion 
referenced t e s t  and i s  designed to screen chi ldren with 
pos s ib l e  handicapping condition s .  Gay ( 1 9 7 9 )  recommended 
that for c ri terion referenced te sts the highe s t  d i f f iculty 
level possib le is pre ferred . Wood ( 1 9 6 0) recommended that 
a diff icul ty l eve l higher than SO s hould be acceptab l e  
i f  the t e s t  i s  used f or sc reening exc eptional ly poor 
students . For the s e  reason s , any sc ore above 40 was 
determined acceptab le . 
A pattern was e s tabl ished by the item d i f f ic ulty level 
score s . After ob s e rving the scor e s  in Tab le s SA, SB , 
and SC , i t  became apparent that c ertain items tended to 
receive lower d i f f ic ulty level scor e s  c onnoting that the 
item may b e  too d i f f icult. Other s rece ived highe r  d i f f iculty 
level s c or e s  which s ugge s t  that the item may b e  too easy . 
Items that have irre gular dif fic u l ty leve l scor e s  wi l l  
be di s cussed later . 
The a sterisks on Tabl e s  SA , SB , and SC indicate 
the PPDC deve lopmenta l age leve l s core that corre sponds 
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wi th that item . For example , most children at age 3-10 1 / 2 
should answer item 3 1  and tho se items below it correctly 
according to the PPDC subte st score sheet ( see Tab le 1 ) . 
Item Discrimination Power 
Tabl es 6A , 6 B , and 6C depict the discrimination power 
s core s that were ca lculated for each item. As terisks 
ind i cate the PPDC deve lopmenta l a ge leve l i tem that 
corresponds with that CA leve l . The three highest score s 
and three lowe s t  s core s were used to ca lculate the 
d i s crimination power . However , three of the CA l evels 
did not have 6 participants .  Therefore , the writer was 
unable to ca lculate a d i s crimination power score for CA 
leve l s  3-0 , 3 - 4  1 / 2 ,  and 5-0 .  
Scores above . 3 3 were considered to be acceptab le for 
d i s criminating between high and low achievers . A score 
closer to 1 . 00 wa s more preferred because thi s  indicated 
a perfect di s crimination between high and l ow a chieving 
s tudents on that item . 
I tems with Irregular Pa tterns 
Table 7A , 7B , and 7C a l so depicts how the d i s crimination 
power s cor e s  compare with the diff iculty leve l s core s . 
D i scr imination power s core s  of . 00 are difficu l t  to 
interpret because the items tend to score a . 0 0 at e ither 
end o f  the subtests . This means that a l l  children an swered 
the i tems correct l y  a t  the beginning of the subtest, thus 
s coring a discr imination score of . 00; and a l l  chi ldren 
answered the items incorrectly at the end of a subtest , 
thus scoring a discrimination score of . 00 .  Therefore , 
a discrimination score of . 00 on low numbered items 
indic ate s that the i tem is too easy to discriminate 
between the s tudents . A discrimination power score o f  . 00 
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on high numbered items indicate s  that the items are too hard 
to discriminate between the s tudents . The discrimination 
score s wi l l  vary verti c a l ly on Tabl e s  6 A ,  6 B ,  and 6 C  
because o f  the d i f fer ing CA leve l s . 
Subtest Mean Scores 
Appendix C is a distribution o f  a l l  the subte s t  scores 
in each CA leve l . Tab l e  8 shows the calculated mean score s 
for each subte st and chrono logical age leve l for both males 
and fema le s . Ma le and fema le mean scores were a l so 
calculated. Tab le 9 ·i l lustrate s the mean score s of the 
male s . Table 1 0  shows the mean scores o f  the females on 
each subte s t .  
I n  genera l ,  the males scored lower than the females . 
The tota l o f  mean s c ores in each subtest for the males was 
5 04 . 2 9 in Cognitive , 5 2 0 . 6 on Fine Motor, and 5 3 3 . 6 1 on 
Language . The tota l o f  mean s core s in each s ubte st for the 
femal e s  w a s 5 4 5 . 14 on Cognitive , 5 7 2 . 2 6 on F ine Motor , and 
5 7 2 . 6 3 on Language . Both groups scored highe s t  on 
Language and lowes t  on Cognitive . 
A t-te s t  was c a lculated for each subte s t  to 
determine i f  there were any s ign i f icant d i f ferenc e s  between 
the mean scores calculated for ma les and the mean scores 
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calculated for fema le s . There wa s n o  stati stic a l ly s i gn i f i­
c ant di fference found in any of the four t-te s t s . Tabl e  1 1  
i s  a l i s t  o f  the means a nd t-va lue s o f  the three subtests 
and the tota l score s c ombined .  
The reader i s  reminded that the s e  means were calcu lated 
from the CA leve l means which were based on unequa l n ' s .  
Obvious ly, the s e  means would be di fferent i f  calculated from 
the raw score s . For thi s  te s t , the a ssumption was made 
that the availab l e  means were based on equal g ' s .  
The nine Pearson Product Momen t c orrelation coefficients 
that were calculated are i l lustrated in Tabl e  1 2 . The s e  
demon s trate the corre la tion between the PPDC deve lopment 
age leve l scores ( se e  Tab le 1 )  and the actua l obtained 
mean scor e s  of the partic ipants ( see Tab les 8 ,  9 ,  and 1 0 ) . 
The highest c orre lations were with both groups 
combined . The Cogn itive subte st had a correlation of . 9 7 8 , 
the Fine Motor subtest c orre lation was . 96 5 , and the Language 
subte st correlation wa s . 9 1 3 . Al l three show a very high 
pos itive c orre lation with Language being the l owest and 
Cognitive b e ing the highes t .  
The mal e s  had a higher corr e l ation than the fema l e s  
o n  the Cognitive s ubtes t s  and the Language s ubtes t . The 
ma l e s  scored a . 9 3 3  corr e lation on Cognitive whereas the 
fema les s cored a . 9 1 8  c orre lation and the ma l e s  scored a 
. 8 9 9  Language subtes t  corr e lation that compared with a 
corre lation of . 8 5 1  for fema l e s  on the Language subte s t . 
Fema les s c ored a higher c orrelation , . 95 1 , on the Fine 
Motor subte st . 
Summary 
1 .  A total o f  2 0 2  partic ipants were inc luded in this 
study . There were 1 0 7 , or 5 3 % , females and 9 5 , or 4 7 % , 
males inc luded .  
2 .  E ight di fferent Head Start programs were 
represented but 6 3 %  of the total sample were from the 
Yakima Tribal Head Start program . 
3 3  
3 .  A total of 2 9  partic ipants , or 1 4 % , were identi f ied 
as having a handicapping condition . Six dif ferent handi­
c apping conditions were represented in the sample . 
4 .  A dif f iculty leve l score above 4 0  was considered 
acc eptab le f or the items. 
5 .  A disc r imination power score of . 0 0 at either end 
of the test wa s appropriate . Disc rimination power scores 
above . 3 3 were considered acc eptable otherwise . 
6 .  Although males scored lower on the test , n o  
statistical ly signif i c ant d i f ference was found between 
males and f emales on any of the subtests or on the total 
test . 
7 .  The corre lation coe f f ic ients c a lcul ated between 
the obtaine d  mean subtest scores and the PPDC deve lopmental 
age leve l s  were very high. For males and f emales combined ,  
t he highest corr e lation was . 9 7 8  on the Cognitive subtest 
and the lowest corre lation was . 9 1 3  on the Lan guage subtest . 
8 .  A c onsistent pattern was e stab lished when the 
di scrimination power and d i f f iculty leve l scores were c harted . 
From this pattern , irregular scores were noted a nd charted . 
Tab le 2 
P artic ipants o f  S tudy by Head S tart P rograms 
S a l t  
River 
P ima-
Chrono logical Yak ima Cheha l i s  Makah Qui leute Mar icopa Hua lapai Hopi 
Age Tribal Tribal Tribal Tribal Tribal Tribal Tribal 
Leve l Head Head Head Head Head Head Head 
S tart S tart S tart S tart S tart S tart S tart 
5 - 0  3 0 0 0 2 0 0 
4 - 1 0  1 / 2 1 1  0 1 0 2 0 0 
4-9  6 0 3 2 0 0 0 
4 - 7  1 / 2 9 0 3 0 3 0 3 
4 - 6  9 0 2 0 2 0 0 
4 - 4  1 / 2 6 0 2 0 3 0 3 
4 - 3  8 0 2 0 0 0 1 
4 - 1  1 / 2 1 4  1 2 0 1 0 1 
4 - 0  7 1 2 0 2 0 2 
3 - 1 0  1 / 2 9 1 0 0 3 0 1 
3 - 9  7 0 0 1 0 0 3 
3 - 7  1 / 2 1 2  0 0 0 0 0 2 
3 - 6  9 0 . 1 0 1 2 1 
3 - 4  1 / 2 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 
3 - 3  5 0 0 0 0 0 1 
3 - 1  1 / 2 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 - 0  2 0 0 0 1 1 0 
Total 1 2 7  3 1 9  3 2 0  3 1 8  
C ampe s in o s  
Uni dos 
I nc . 
Head 
Start 
0 
1 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
2 
2 
0 
0 
0 
. 1 
9 
__,.. 
Total 
5 
1 5  
1 2  
1 8  
1 4  
1 4  
1 1  
2 0  
1 4  
1 4  
1 1  
1 6  
1 6  
4 
6 
7 
5 
2 0 2  
' , 
w 
� 
! 
T able 3 
Partic ipant s o f  S tudy Li sted by Handic app ing Cond ition 
Chrono logical 
Age Speech Mental ly Hearing Behavior Hea lth Mul tiply 
Leve l Impa ired Retarded Impaired D i s ordered Impaired Handicapped 
5 - 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 - 1 0  1 / 2  1 1 0 0 0 0 
4 - 9  0 2 0 0 0 0 
4 - 7 1 / 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 
4 - 6  0 1 0 1 0 1 
4 - 4  1 / 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 
4 - 3  0 0 1 0 0 0 
4 - 1  1 / 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 
4 - 0  0 1 0 0 0 1 
3 - 1 0  1 / 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 
3 - 9  1 0 0 0 0 0 
3 - 7  1 / 2  1 1 0 0 0 1 
3 - 6  1 1 0 0 0 1 
3 - 4  1 / 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 - 3  3 0 0 0 0 0 
3 - 1  1 / 2  0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 - 0  0 1 0 0 0 0 
Total 9 1 0  2 2 2 4 
Non-
Handic apped 
5 
1 3  
. 1 0 
1 7  
1 1  
1 2  
1 0  
1 8  
1 2  
1 1  
1 0  
1 3  
1 3  
4 
3 
7 
4 
1 7 3  
Total 
5 
1 5  
1 2  
1 8  
1 4  
1 4  
1 1  
2 0  
1 4  
1 4  
1 1  
1 6  
1 6  
4 
6 
7 
5 
2 0 2  
w 
Ul 
3 6  
Table 4 
Partic ipants of Study by Chronological Age Level and Sex 
Upper Lower 
Chronological Age Age 
Age Limit Level Females Males 
No . Leve l Yrs/Mo/Day Yrs/Mo/Day f c f  f cf f cf 
1 5 4/11/8 5/0/2 2 5 202*  2 107*  3 9 5 *  
2 4-10 1/2 4/9/23 4 /11/7 1 5  1 9 7  1 0  1 0 5  5 9 2  
3 4- 9  4/8/8 4/9/22 1 2  1 8 2  9 9 5  3 87  
4 4-7 1 / 2  4/6/23 4/8/7 18 1 7 0  9 86 9 84 
5 4-6 4 /5/8 ' 4/6/22 14 1 5 2  7 7 7  7 7 5  
6 4- 4 1/2 4 / 3 / 2 3  4/5/7 14 1 3 8  5 7 0  9 6 8  
7 4-3 4/2/8 4/3/2 2 1 1  1 24 8 6 5  3 59  
) 8 4-1 1 / 2  4/0/23 4/2/7 20 1 1 3  1 2  5 7  8 56 
9 4-0 3/11/8 4/0/22 14 93  9 4 5  5 48 
10 3-10 1/2 3 /9/23 3/11/7 1 4  79  6 36 8 4 3  
1 1  3-9 3 /8/8 3/9/22 1 1  6 5  4 3 0  7 3 5  
1 2  3-7 1/2 3 /6/23 3 /8/7 16 54 7 2 6  9 28  
13  3-6 3 /5/8 3 /6/2 2 16 38  6 1 9  1 0  1 9  
1 4  3 /4 1/2 3 /3/23  3 /5/7 4 2 2  1 1 3  3 9 
1 5  3-3  3 /2 /8 3/3/22  6 18  3 1 2  3 6 
1 6  3-1 1 / 2  3 /0/23  3/2/7 7 1 2  4 9 3 3 
1 7 3-0 2 /1 1 /8 3/0/22 5 5 5 5 0 0 
f = frequency 
cf = cumulative f requency 
* total 
Chronological 
Age 
Level 
3-0 
1 1/2 
3 
4 1 /2 
6 
7 1 /2 
9 
10  1 /2 
4-0 
1 1/2 
3 
4 1 /2 
6 
7 1/2 
9 
10  1/2 
5-0 
Table SA 
Table of Item Difficulty Level Score s , Cognitive Subte st 
Item Number 
1 2  13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 
1 0 0 100 100 100 80 100 60 60  80 40 80 40 40* 80 40 2 0  2 0  40 20  40 
100 100 100 100 100 100 86 100 100 86 100 71  86 71* 43 0 43 57 14 29 
100 100 100 100 100 100 50 83 100 67 67 83  67 67 50* 0 0 50 3 3  17 
100 100 100 100 100 100 7 5  7 5  100 7 5  7 5  75 75 75 25  O* 25  25 0 0 
100 100 100 100 100 94 6 9  94 7 5  6 9  94 81 69 69 50 38 50* 44 38 50 
100 100 100 100 94 100 81 88 88 88 7 5  88 88 6 3  63 81 44 56* 44 25 
100 100 100 100 100 100 91 91 91 91 8 2  82  82 82  73  36 82  64 55* 5 5  
1 0 0  100 1 0 0  100 1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  100 1 0 0  1 0 0  93 93 9 3  9 3  5 7  50 71  79  5 7  7 1 *  
100 100 1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  93 9 3  100 93 93 9 3  9 3  9 3  9 3  64 57 9 3  71  7 9  
1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  9 5  95  1 0 0  9 5  90 9 5  8 5  7 0  7 5  8 5  7 0  7 0  
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1 0 0  100 100 8 2  82  8 2  91 73  7 3  
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 9 3  8 6  9 3  79  71  9 3  71  7 1  
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 9 3  7 9  8 6  1 0 0  71  7 9  
100 100 100 100 100 100 9 4  9 4  100 100 9 4  100 8 9  9 4  100 89  83  100 8 9  8 9  
1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  9 7  97  97 97  1 0 0  97 97  97 8 3  7 5  67 9 7  8 3  97 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100  100 9 3  
100 1 0 0  1 0 0  100 1 0 0  100 1 0 0  100 100 1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  100 100 100 100 100  100 1 0 0  
* = Corresponding PPDC developmental age . 
Chronological 
Age 
Level 3 2  3 3  34 3 5  36  
3-0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1/2 14 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 
4 1/2 0 0 0 0 0 
6 6 6 6 6 6 
7 1 /2 1 9  0 0 19 6 
9 27  18 27 36 27  
10 1/2 21 2 1  2 1  1 4  3 6  
4-0 21* 2 1  29 36 36 
1 1 /2 2 0  40* 35 3 5  30  
3 27  2 7  27* 18 27  
4 1/2 50 36 21 36*  36  
6 43 29 36 36  50* 
7 1/2 67 61  61 61 83 
9 7 5  7 5  6 7  6 7 . 97 
10  1/2 8 7  8 0  80 73  9 3  
5-0 100 100 100 100 100 
Table SA (continued) 
Item Number 
37 38  3 9  4 0  41 42 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 6 6 6 6 6 
1 3  1 3  6 1 3  6 0 
36  36 18 18 18 9 
2 9  29 29 29 29 0 
36  21 2 1  2 9  14 7 
40 3 5  25 2 5  2 0  1 0  
36  18 2 7  27 0 9 
43 36 2 9  2 9  1 4  7 
50 43 43 29 2 9  1 4  
72* 72  7 2  6 7  44 33 
97 67* 75  58 25 3 3  
9 3  93 53* 93 80 20 
100 100 100 BO* 80 20  
43 44 4 5  
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
6 0 0 
0 6 0 
0 9 0 
0 0 0 
0 14 0 
5 5 2 5  
9 0 0 
7 0 0 
0 21 0 
6 39 0 
1 7  4 2  0 
20  40 0 
20  6 0  0 
46 
0 
0 
0 
0 
6 
0 
0 
0 
7 
0 
0 
0 
7 
2 2  
17  
20 
20  
47 
0 
0 
0 
0 
6 
0 
9 
0 
14 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 1  
8 
27  
40  
48 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
6 
8 
7 
0 
w 
00 
Chronological 
Age 
Level 
3-0 
1 1/2 
3 
4 1 /2 
6 
7 1/2 
9 
10 1 /2 
4-0 
1 1 /2 
3 
4 1 /2 
6 
7 1/2 
9 
1 0  1/2 
5-0 
Table SB 
Table of Item Difficulty Level Score s ,  Fine Motor Subtest 
Item Number 
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 3 1  
1 0 0  1 0 0  80 6 0  8 0  8 0  8 0  6 0  6 0  8 0  8 0  20  4 0 *  60 8 0  40 4 0  40 20  4 0  
1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  100 1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  8 6  100* 100 71 14 29  0 2 9  
1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  8 3  8 3  83 6 7  8 3  8 3  83 83 67 3 3  8 3  83*  3 3  33  50 1 7  1 7  
1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  7 5  1 0 0  1 0 0  100* 25 2 5  100 0 
100 100 100 100 100 100 94 94 94 100 88 75  3 8  7 5  81  6 3  19*  56 19  25 
100 100 100 94 94 94 100 94 94 100 94 100 6 9  94 81  75  31 38* 19  25 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 91 100 . 91  82 91 55 91 82  55 55 64 36* 27 
100 100 100 100 100 93 100 100 100 100 93 100 9 3  9 3  100 93 100 86 57 64* 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 9 3  7 1  100 100 94 86 71  4 3  57 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 95 95 9 5  85  100 100 9 0  85  85  80 75  
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 7 3  100 100 100 91 100 64 7 3  
1 0 0  100 1 0 0  100 1 0 0  100 1 0 0  1 0 0  100 93 1 0 0  93 86 9 3  100 86 71 ' 71  50 6 4  
100 1 0 0  1 0 0  100 1 0 0  1 0 0  100 1 0 0  100 1 0 0  100 100 1 0 0  100 1 0 0  100 100 86 79 8 6  
1 0 0  100 1 0 0  100 1 0 0  100 100 1 0 0  1 0 0  100 100 9 4  94 9 4  100 94 100 9 4  78 83 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100  100 100 100  100 100 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100  100 8 7  87 8 7  
1 0 0  1 0 0  1 00 100 1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  100 1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  100 1 0 0  1 0 0  100 100 100 1 0 0  
* = Corresponding PPDC developmental age . 
Table SB (continued) 
Chronological Item Number 
Age 
Level 32 3 3  3 4  3 5  3 6  3 7  3 8  3 9  40 41 4 2  43  44 4 5  46 4 7  48 
3-0 20 40  40  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1/2  2 9  29 0 14  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 3 3  3 3  17 17  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 1 /2 25  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 3 8  38  1 3  1 3  1 9  1 3  0 6 1 3  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
7 1/2  38  38  1 3  1 9  31 6 1 3  1 3  6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
9 5 5  5 5  9 55 45 9 18 9 9 9 9 9 0 0 9 0 0 
10 1/2 9 3  79  43  29 64 7 7 21 2 1  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4-0 86* 86 43 21 50 21 7 36 21 14 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1/2 85 70* 4 5  60 60  20 10 4 5  4 5  1 5  20 1 5  1 5  0 1 0  5 0 
3 100 100 45* 55 82 36 18 18 45 18  9 27 0 0 9 0 0 
4 1/2 71  64 14  50*  36 29 21 21 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 79  7 9  43  57  57*  50  14 50 57 21 14 14 7 0 7 0 0 
7 1/2 83 94  6 7  83  94 44* 44 56 50 39 28 28 28 11 6 0 6 
9 100 100 7 5  7 5  100 58 25* 5 8  7 5  3 3  3 3  2 5  2 5  8 17  0 17  
10 1/2 9 3  9 3  8 7  87 87 60 47 60* 67 53  33 53 33 27 3 3  7 1 3  
5-0 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100* 80 60 60  60 20 60 20 20 
Chronological 
Age 
Level 
3-0 
1 1/2  
3 
4 1/2 
6 
7 1/2  
9 
10 1/2 
4-0 
1 1/2 
3 
4 1 /2 
6 
7 1/2 
9 
10 1/2 
5-0 
J 
Table SC 
Table o f  Item Difficulty Level Score·s ,  Language Subtest 
Item Number 
1 2  1 3  14  1 5  16 17  18 19 20 21 2 2  2 3  24  2 5  26  27 28 2 9  3 0  3 1  
40  
4 3  
0 
25  
20 
43 
17  
25  
40 
43 
0 
0 
100 100 100 100 80 80 100 100 100 100 60 60 40* 20 40 40 40 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 86 100 71  57* 100 57  71 
100 100 100 100 100 100 33 83 67 67 67 67 67  1 7  17* 50 17 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 25  100 50 0 25  25* 25 
100 100 94  9 5  94 94 81 88 88 88 7 5  88 88 63 63  81  7 5* 56 63  3 8  
50 31* 56 2 5  
64 5 5  73* 64 
7 9  71  79  57* 
7 1  86 9 3  64 
95 8 5  90 85 
100 100 100 100 100 94  88 1 00 94  94 6 3  8 8  81 69  50  63 
100 100 100 100 100 100 9 1  100 100 100 82 100 9 1  82  8 2  7 3  
100 100 100 100 100 100 9 3  100 100 100 7 9  100 8 6  8 6  100 9 3  
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 9 3  100 100 8 6  7 9  93  
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 95  95  9 5  85 95  8 5  90 9 5  
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1 0 0  100 1 0 0  100 1 0 0  100 9 1  100 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 9 3  100 100 9 3  93  
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
91  91 
93  71 
86 100 
91 
93 
7 1  
4 5  
71  
79 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 94  100 100 94 100 100 94  100 100 89  
100 100 9 7  97 100 97 97 100 97 97 9 7  97 97  97  9 7  97 97 8 3  97  9 7  
1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 00 1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  9 3  100 87  100 1 0 0  
1 0 0  1 0 0  100 1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  100 1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  1 0 0  100 
* = Corresponding PPDC deve lopmental age . 
) 
Table SC (continued ) 
Chronological Item Number 
Age 
Level 3 2  3 3  34  3 5  36  37  38  39  40  41 42  43  44 4 5  46 47 48 
3-0 20 40 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1/2 43  43  S7 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 1/2 2S 0 2S 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
6 44 3 1  69  6 1 9  1 9  1 3  6 1 3  6 1 3  0 1 3  0 0 0 0 
7 1/2 S6 2 S  44 0 1 9  1 3  1 3  0 6 6 6 6 6 0 0 0 0 
9 SS SS 4S  1 8  18  36 36 36 18  18 9 9 18  9 0 9 9 
1 0  1/2 79 71 79 14 36 43  43  1 4  3 6  3 6  14  1 4  1 4  7 0 0 0 
4-0 79 * 79  7 9  21 so 43 50 14 36 21 2 1  3 6  14  2 9  7 7 0 
1 1/2 8S B O* 7S  3 5  5 0  45  s o  35  40 30 20 10 20 s 5 5 5 
3 91 6 4  7 3 *  4 S  S S  2 7  4S  27  2 7  3 6  18  9 9 0 0 0 0 
4 1/2 86 79  64 43* 43  50 36  2 9  36  36 14  2 1  14  7 0 0 0 
6 4 3  29 36 36 SO* 50 43  43  2 9  2 9  14  0 2 1  1 4  7 21 0 
7 1/2  94  94 94  S6  6 7  72*  7 8  72  83  67  50 50 44 44 2 2  1 1  0 
9 97  83  83  58  6 7  67 75* 33 58 so 42  2 S  17  17  8 25  0 
1 0  1/2  9 3  80  87 67 67 87 87 60* 60  60 53 47 20 60 1 3  4 7  7 
5-0 100 100 100 100 80 100 60 60 80* 40 40 60 40  40 0 40 0 
-Table 6A 
Table of Item Discrimination Score s , Cognitive Subte st 
Chrono-
logical Item Number 
Age 
Level 12 13 14 15 16 17  18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26  27  28 29 3 0 31 
3-0 
1 1/2 . 00 . oo . oo . 00 . 00 . oo . 3 3 . oo . 00 . 3 3 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3* . 6 7 . oo . 3 3 1 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 
3 . 00 . oo . 00 . oo . oo . oo . 3 3 . 3 3 . 00 . 6 7 . 6 7 . 3 3 . oo . oo 1 . 00* . 00 . oo 1 . 00 . 6 7 . 3 3 
4- 4 1/2 
6 . oo . 00 . 00 . oo . 00 . 33 1 . 00 . 3 3 . 6 7 . 6 7 . 3 3 . 6 7 1 . 00 . 6 7 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 .  00* 1 .  00 1 .  00 1 . 00 
7 1/2 . oo . oo . oo . 00 . oo . oo . 67 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 6 7 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 6 7 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 67 . 6 7 1 . 00* 1 . 00 1 . 00 
9 . oo . 00 . oo . oo . 00 . oo . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 6 7 . 67 . 6 7 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 67 1 . 00 1 . 00* 1 . 00 
10 1/2 . 00 . oo . oo . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 67 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 . 00* 
4- 0 . 00 . oo . 00 . oo . 00 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 00 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . oo . 33 . 3 3 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 3 3 . 67 . 67 
1 1/2 . 00 . 00 . oo . oo . oo . 00 . oo . 00 . 0 0 . 3 3 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 33 . 6 7 . oo 
3 . oo . 00 . oo . oo . 00 . oo . oo . 00 . o o . 00 . 0 0 . oo . oo . oo . 6 7 . 67 . 33 . 3 3 . 3 3 . oo 
4 1/2 . oo . 00 . oo . oo . 00 . 00 . 00 . oo . 00 . 00 . 00 . oo . 3 3 . 67 . 00 . 67 . 67 . 3 3 1 . 00 . 6 7 
6 . oo . 00 . oo . 00 . 00 . oo . oo . 00 . o o . oo . 00 . oo . oo . oo . 3 3 . 6 7 . 3 3 . oo . 3 3 1 . 00 
7 1/2 . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . oo . oo . 3 3 . 3 3 . 00 . 00 . 3 3 . 00 . oo . 00 . 00 . 67 1 . 00 . 00 . oo . 00 
9 . 00 . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo . 3 3 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3  . 6 7 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 3 3 . 6 7 . 3 3 
10 1/2 . 00 . 00 . oo . 00 . oo . oo . oo . oo . 00 . oo . 00 . 0 0 . oo . oo . oo . oo . 00 . oo . oo . 6 7 
5-0 
* = Corresponding PPDC developmental age . 
Table 6A (continued) 
Chronological Item Number 
Age 
Level 3 2  3 3  34 35 36 37 38 39  40 41 4 2 43  44  45  46  47  4 8  
3-0 
1 1/2  . 3 3 . oo . oo . oo . oo . 00 . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo . 00 . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo 
3 . oo . oo . oo . 00 . oo . oo . oo . o o  . 00 . oo . oo . oo . o o . oo . oo . oo . o o 
4 1/2  
6 . 33 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 .• 3 3  . 33 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 00 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 00 
7 1/2 . oo . oo . 6 7 . 3 3 . 6 7 . 67 . 3 3 . oo . 00 . 3 3 . oo . 00 . oo . oo . 00 . oo . 00 
9 1 . 00 . 67 . 67 1 . 00 . 6 7  1 . 00 1 . 00 . 6 7 . 67 . 3 3 . 3 3 . oo . 33 . oo . oo . 3 3 . oo 
10 1/2 . 67 . 33 1 . 00 . 3 3 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 6 7 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 6 7 . oo . 00 . oo . oo . oo . 00 . 00 
4-0 . 67 *  . 3 3 1 . 00 . 6 7 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 67 1 . 00 . 6 7 . 6 7 . 3 3 . oo . 67 . 00 . 3 3 . 6 7 . oo 
1 1/2 . 3 3 . 67 *  . 6 7 . 6 7 . 67 . 3 3 . 6 7 . 3 3 . 6 7 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . oo . oo . oo . o o . oo 
3 . 67 1 . 00 . 3 3*  . 3 3 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 3 3 1 . 00 . 6 7 . 00 . 33 . 3 3 . oo . oo . oo . 00 . 00 
4 1/2 . 3 3 1 . 0 0  • 6 7 1 .  00* 1 .  00 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 67 1 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . oo . 00 . oo . o o . 00 
6 1 . 00 . 67 . 6 7 . 3 3 . 6 7* 1 .  00 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 67 . 00 1 . 0 0  . 00 . 3 3 . oo . 00 
7 1/2 . 67 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 .  00 1 .  00* 1 .  00 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 6 7 . 6 7 . oo 1 . 00 . oo . 67 . 67 . 3 3 
9 1 . 00 . oo 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 6 7it . 6 7 1 . 00 . 3 3 . 67 . 67 1 . 00 . oo . 67 . 3 3 . 3 3 
10  1/2 . 3 3 . 3 3 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 3 3 . 33 . 3 3 . 6 7* . 3 3 . 3 3 . 6 7 1 . 00 1 . 00 . oo 1 . 00 1 . 0 0 . 67 
5-0 
Table 6B 
Table of I tem Discriminaticn Score s ,  Fine Motor Subte st 
Chronological Item Number 
Age 
Level 1 2  1 3  1 4  1 5  16 17 1 8  19  2 0  2 1  2 2  2 3  2 4  2 5  2 6  27  2 8  2 9  
3-0 
1 1/2  . oo . oo . 00 . oo . 00 . 00 . 00 . oc . oo . 00 . 00 . oo . 3 3 . 00*  . oo . 6 7 . 3 3 . 67 
3 . oo . oo . oo . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 6 7 . 67 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 00 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 *  . 6 7 . 3 3 1 . 00 
4 1/2  
6 . oo . 00 . 00 . 00 . oo . 00 . oo . 00 . 00 . o o - . 3 3 . 33 . 00 . 33 . 67 . 6 7 . 00* . 00 
7 1 /2 . 00 . 00 . 00 . oo . 00 . 3 3 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 00 . 3 3 . oo 1 . 0 0  . 3 3 1 . 00 . 67 1 . 00 . 6 7*  
9 . 00 . oo . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . 3 3 . 00 . 3 3 . 6 7 . 3 3 . 6 7 . 3 3 . 6 7 1 . 0 0 1 . 00 . 6 7 
1 0  1 / 2  . 00 . 00 . oo . 00 . oo . 3 3 . 00 . oo . 00 . o o . 3 3 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . oo . 3 3 . oo . 67 
4-0 . 00 . oo . oo . oo . oo . 00 . oo . oo . oo . oo . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . oo . oo . 3 3 . 67 . 67 
1 1/2  . oo . 00 . o o . oo . 00 . oo . oo • OC• . oo . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . oo . oo . 3 3 . oo . 3 3 
3 . oo . 00 . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo . o o . 00 . . 00 . 00 . oo . 67 . oo . 00 . oo . 3 3 . 00 
4 1 /2 . oo . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . oo . 00 . oo . 00 . 3 3 . 0 0 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . oo . 3 3 . 3 3 1 . 00 
6 . 00 . oo . oo . oo . 00 . oo . 00 . 0 0 . 00 . 00 . oo . 00 . 00 . oo . oo . oo . oo . 00 
7 1 /2 . oo . 00 . 00 . oo . 00 . oo . 00 . oo . 00 . 00 . oo . 33 . 3 3 . 00 . oo . 3 3 • 0 0  . 33 
9 . 00 . 00 . 0 0 . 00 . oo . oo . oo . 00 . oo . oo . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . oo . oo . oo 
10 1/2  . 00 . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo . 00 . oo . oo . 00 . oo . oo . o o . oo . oo . 3 3 
5-0 
* = Corresponding PPDC deve lopmental age . 
Table 6B (continued) 
Chrono- Item Number 
logical 
Age 
Level 30  31  3 2  3 3  3 4  3 5  3 6  3 7  3 8  39 4 0  
3-0 
. 3 3 v' . oo v . 67 1 
\ 
1 1/2  . 67 . 3 3 '  . oo . oo . oo . 00 . 00 . oo 
3 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 33 . DO . oo . oo . DO . 00 
4 1/2  
6 . 0 0 . oo . oo . oo . oo . 00 . oo . 00 . oo . oo . 00 
7 1/2  . 00 . 3 3 . oo . 3 3 . oo . 3 3 . 00 . oo . oo . 00 . 00 
9 . oo v  . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo . 00 . 00 . oo . oo . oo 
10 1 /2 1 . 00 . 6 7* . 3 3 . 6 7 . 67 . 6 7 - . 3 3 . DO 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 00 
4-0 1 . 00 . 67 . 67 *  . 67 . 3 3 1 . 00 . 3 3 . 00 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 67 
1 1/2 . 6 7 . 67 . 3 3 . 6 7* 1 .  00 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 . 0 0 . 3 3 1 . 00 1 . 00 
3 . 6 7 1 . 00 . oo . 00 1 . 00* 1 . 00 . 67 1 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 1 . 00 
4 1/2 . 6 7 . 6 7 1 . 00 1 . 00 .. 3 3  . 6 7*  . 33 . 67 . 3 3 . 67 . 6 7 
6 . oo . 3 3 . 6 7 . 6 7 1 . 00 1 .  00 1 .  OOk 1 .  00 . oo 1 . 00 1 . 00 
7 1/2  . 67 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 6 7 . 33 . 00 1 . 00* 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 . 00 
9 . 00 . 00 . oo . oo . 6 7 . 67 . 00 1 . 00 . 67* 1 . 00 1 . 00 
1 0  1 / 2  . 67 . 6 7 . 33 . 33 . 67 , 6 7  . 67 1 . 00 • 6 7 1 .  OOk 1 .  00 
5-0 
41 42 43  44  
. oo . o o  . oo . . oo 
. oo . oo . 00 . oo 
. oo . oo . oo . oo 
. 0 0 . oo . 00 . 00 
. oo . oo . 00 . oo 
. 00 . oo . DO . oo 
. OD . 3 3 . 00 . oo 
. 6 7 . 3 3 1 . 00 . 3 3 
. 67 . 3 3 . 67 . 00 
. oo . oo . 3 3 . oo 
. 67 . 67 . 3 3 . 3 3 
1 . 00 . 6 7 . 67 . 3 3 
1 . 0 0  1 . 00 . 67 1 . 00 
1 . 00 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 . 00 
4 5  46 
. oo . oo 
. oo . oo 
. 00 . oo 
. 00 . oo 
. 00 . 00 
. 00 . 00 
. oo . 00 
. 00 . 67 
· . oo . 3 3 
. oo . oo 
. oo . 3 3 
. oo . oo 
. 3 3  . 67 
. 67 1 . 00 
47  
. oo 
. oo 
. 00 
. oo 
. DO 
. 00 
. oo 
. 3 3 
. 00 
. oo 
. oo 
. 00 
. o o 
. 33 
48 
. 00 
. 00 
. oo 
. 00 
. oo ' 
. DO 
. 0 0 
. 00 
. 00 
. oo 
. oo 
. 00 
. 67 
. 3 3 
I '  
\ 
I 
Table 6C 
Table of Item Discrimination Score s ,  Language Subtest 
Chrono- Item Number 
logical 
Age 
Level 12 13  14  1 5  16 17 18 19 20 21  22  23  24 25 26 2 7 2 8  2 9  3 0  
3-0 
1 1/2 . oa . aa . oa . ao . aa . oo . oo . oa . 00 . oo . 6 7 . 00 . 67 . 3 3 *  . oo 1 . 00 . 67 1 . 0 0 . 3 3 
3 . oo . oo . oa . oo . ao . oo . 1 7 . 3 3 . 6 7 . 6 7 . 6 7 . 67 . 67 . 3 3 . 33 *  . 3 3 . 3 3 . 00 - . 3 3 
4 1/2 
6 . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo . 3 3 . 6 7 . 3 3 . 6 7 . 67 1 . 00 . 6 7 . 6 7 . 67 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 .  00* 1 .  oa 1 .  00 
7 1/2 . oo . a o . ao . oo . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 6 7 . 6 7 . 67 L ao 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 . 0a . 67* 1 . aO 
9 . oo . 00 . 00 . oo . 00 . ao . 3 3 . 00 . 00 . o o . 3 3 . oo . 3 3 . 67 . 6 7 1 . 00 1 . 0a 1 . 00 1 . aa* 
10 1/2 . 00 . oo . oo . 00 . 00 . 00 . 3 3 . 00 . o o . oo . 67 . oo . 67 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 6 7 i . ao l . Oa 
4-a . aa . ao . oa . 00 . 00 . ao . oa . oa . 00 . a a . 3 3 . 00 . oo . 67 . 67 . 00 i . ao . 6 7 . 3 3 
1 1 / 2  . aa . aa . aa . aa . ao . oa . aa . ao . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 33 . 3 3 . 3 3 
3 . oa . ao . 00 . oo . oo . oo . 00 . oo . oo . o o . 00 . oo . oo . oo . 3 3 . oo . 3 3 • 3 3  . 3 3 
4 1/2 . 00 . aa . aa . aa . aa . ao . oo . oa . aa . aa . oo . 3 3 . 00 . ao . 3 3 . 6 7 . ao . 67 . 3 3 
6 . oa . ao . aa . aa . oo . ao . oo . ao . oa . aa . aa . oa . oa . ao . oa . oa . oa . 6 7 . 3 3 
7 1/2 . 00 . 00 . oa . 00 . oo . oo . oo . 00 . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo . 00 . 3 3 . 00 . 00 . oo . 00 
9 . 00 . oo . oo . oo . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . 0 0 . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . 00 . oo . oo 
10 1/2 . oo . oo . 00 . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo . oo . oa . oo . 3 3 . a.a . 6 7 . oo 
5-0 
* = Corre sponding PPDC developmental age . 
If:-
.....J 
Table 6C (continued) 
Chronological Item Number 
Age 
Level 31  3 2 3 3  3 4  3 5  3 6  37 38 3 9  4 0  41 4 2 4 3  4 4  4 5  46  47 48  
3-0 
1 1/2 . oo 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 3 3 . oo . oo . 00 . oo . 00 . 00 . oo . 00 . 00 . 00 . oo . oo . 00 
3 . oo . 00 . oo . oo . oo . oo . 00 . o o . oo . 0 0 . oo . o o . oo . 00 . oo . oo . 00 . o o 
4 1 /2 
6 . 6 7 . 6 7 . 3 3 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 3 3 . 6 7 . 3 3 . oo . 3 3 . 00 . 33 . oo . 3 3 . oo . 00 . oo . oo 
7 1/2 . 67 1 . 00 . 6 7 1 . 00 . oo . 6 7 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . oo . oo . oo . oo 
9 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 67 . 67 1 . 00 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 67 . 67 . 33 . 3 3 . 67 . 3 3 . oo . 3 3 . 33 
10  1 / 2  1 . 00* . 67 1 . 00 . 6 7  1 . 00 . 67 1 . 00 . 3 3 1 . 00 . 3 3 . 67 . 67 . 3 3 . oo . 00 . oo . oo . 00 
4-0 1 . 00 . 67 *  . 67 . 6 7 . 6 7 1 . 00 . 67 1 . 00 . 6 7  1 . 00 . 6 7 . 3 3 1 . 00 . 3 3 1 . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 00 
1 1/2 . 33 . 3 3 . 3 3 *  . 3 3 . 67 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 6 7  . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 67 . 3 3  . 00 . 3 3 . 3 3 
3 1 . 00 . 3 3 1 . 00 . 67* 1 . 00 . 6 7 . 3 3 . 67 . 6 7 . 3 3 1 . 00 . 67 . 3 3 . 3 3 . oo . 00 . 00 . oo 
4 1/2 . 6 7 . 6 7 . 67 . 6 7  1 .  O Ok  1 .  0 0  1 .  00 1 . 00 . 6 7 1 . 00 . 6 7  . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . o o . 00 . oo 
6 1 . 00 . 6 7 1 . 00 . 67 . 3 3 . 67* 1 . 00 . 6 7 1 . 00 . 6 7 1 . 00 . 67 . 67 1 . 00 . 67 . 3 3 1 . 00 . 00 
7 1/2 . 3 3 . 3 3 . oo . 3 3 . 67 1 . 00 . 67 *  . 6 7 . 6 7 . 6 7 1 . 00 1 . 00 ." 3 3 1 . 00 1 . 00 . 67 . 6 7 . 00 
9 . oo . oo . 00 . oo . 3 3 . 3 3  . 3 3 . 00* - . 3 3 . 00 . oo . 3 3 . 67 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 3 3 . 67 . 00 
10 1 /2 . 00 . 3 3 . 6 7 . 67 1 . 00 . 6 7 . 67 . 6 7 1 . 00* 1 . 00 1 . 0 0  1 . 00 1 . 00 . 67 1 . 00 . 67 . 3 3 . 3 3 
5-0 
Chronological 
Age 
Leve l 
3-0 
3-1 1/2 
3-3 
3-4 1/2 
3-6 
3-7 1/2 
3-9 
3-10 1/2 
4-0 
4-1 1/2 
4 - 3  
4 - 4  1/2 
4-6 
4-7 1/2 
4-9 
4-10 1 /2 
5-0 
Table 7A 
Summary of Cognitive Subtest Items with Irregular Pattern s 
of Difficulty Level and Discrimination Power Scores 
* Item 18 * Item 21 * Item 2 7  +Item 2 9  
DL DP DL DP DL DP DL DP 
Scores Score s Scores Scores Scores Scores Score s Scores 
60± NA 40± NA 2 0  NA 40± NA 
86 . 3 3 86± . 3 3± 0± . 00 ±  5 7 ±  1 . 00 
SO± . 33 67±  . 67 0 . 00± 50± 1 . 00 
75  NA 7 5  NA 0± NA 2 5  NA 
69± 1 . 00 69± . 67 38± 1 . 00 44 1 . 0 0 
81± . 67 88 . 67 81 . 67 56± 1 . 00 
91 . 33 91 . 3 3 36± 1 . 00 64 1 . 00 
100 . 00± 100 . oo 50 1 . 00 79± 1 . 00 
93± . 3 3  9 3  . oo 64± 1 . 00 93± . 3 3± 
100 . oo 95 . 3 3± 70 1 . 00 85± . 3 3± 
100 . oo 100 . 00 8 2  . 67 91 . 3 3 
100 . 00 100 . oo 79 . 67 93± . 33 ±  
100 . 3 3 100  . 00 7 9  . 6 7 100± . 00± 
94 . 3 3 100 . 00 89 . 67 1 00± . oo ±  
97 . oo 97 . 3 3 7 5  1 . 00 97± . 3 3± 
100 . 00 100 . 00 100 . 00 100 . oo 
100 NA 100 NA 100 NA 100 NA 
± = Scores out o f  sequence with pattern on Tables SA , SB , SC a'nd Tables 6A , 6B , 6c . 
+ = Items that appear too easy . * = Items that appear too difficult . 
+Item 31 
DL DP 
Score s Scores 
4o NA 
29± . 3 3 
1 7  . 3 3 
0 NA 
50± 1 .  00 
2 5  1 . 00 
5 5  1 . 00 
71± 1 . 00 
79± . 67 
70  . 00± 
7 3  . 00± 
71 . 67 
79± 1 . 00 
89 . 00 ±  
9 7 ±  . 3 3 ±  
9 3  . 67 
100 NA 
.:.. 
l.D 
Chronological 
Age 
Level 
3-0 
3-1 1/2 
3-3 
3-4 1/2 
3-6 
3-7 1/2 
3-9 
3-10 1/2 
4-0 
4-1 1/2 
4-3 
4-4 1/2 
4-6 
4-7 1/2 
4-9 
4-10 1 /2 
5-0 
± = Scores out 
+ = Items that 
Table 7B 
Summary of Fine Motor Subte st Items with Irregular Patterns of 
Difficulty Level and Discrimination Power Scores 
* Item 2 2  * Item 24 *Item 3 0  
DL DP DL DP DL DP 
Scores Score s Score s Scores Scores Score s 
80 NA 40± NA 20± NA 
100 . oo 86± . 3 3± 0± . 00± 
83  . 3 3 3 3 ±  . oo 1 7  . 00± 
100 NA 7 5  NA 100 NA 
88 - . 3 3± 38 . oo 19± . oo 
94± . 3 3± 69 1 . 00 19± . 00± 
93± . 67 55± . 67 36± 
100 . 3 3± 93 . 3 3 57 1 . 00 
9 5  . 00 7 1 ±  . 3 3 4 3 ±  1 . 00 
100 . 33 85± . 3 3 80 . 67 
100 . oo 7 3 ± . 6 7 ± 64± . 67 
100 . oo 86± . 3 3 50± . 67 
100 . 00 100 . oo 7 9  . oo 
100 . oo 94 . 3 3 78± . 67 
100 . 00 100 . oo 100 . oo 
100 . oo 100 . oo 87 . 67 
100 NA 100 NA 100 NA 
of sequence with pattern . 
appear to be too easy . * = Items that appear to be too difficult . 
* Item 34 
DL DP 
Scores Scores 
40 NA 
0± . 00 
17  . 3 3 
0 NA 
13 . o o 
13± . 00 
9± 
43  . 67 
43  . 3 3± 
45 ±  1 . 00 
45± 1 . 00 
14± . 3 3± 
43± 1 .  00 
6 7 ±  . 67 
7 5  . 67 
87 . 67 
100 NA 
V1 
0 
Table 7B ( continued) 
+Item 36 * Item 38 +Item 40 +Item 46 
Chronological 
Age DL DP DL DP DL DP DL DP 
Level Scores Scores Score s Scores Scores Score s Score s Score s 
3-0 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA NA 
3-1 1/2 0 . oo 0 . 00 0 . 00 . oo 
3-3 0 . oo 0 . oo 0 . oo . oo 
3-4 1/2 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA NA 
3-6 19 . oo 0 . 00 1 3 ±  . 00 . 00 
3-7 1/2 31± . oo 13 . oo 6 . 00 . oo 
3-9 45 18 9 9± . 00 
3-10 1/2 64± - . 33± 7 1 . 00 21  . 00± D . o o 
4-D 50± . 3 3± 7± 1 . 0D 21 . 67 0 . OD 
4-1 1/2 60 1 . 00 10± . 3 3± 45± 1 . 0D 10± . 6 7 ±  
4-3 8 2 ±  . 6 7 18  . 3 3 45± 1 . 00 9± . 3 3 ±  
4-4 1/2 36 . 3 3± 21 . 3 3± D . 6 7 D . 00 
4-6 57 1 . 00 14± . 00± 57± 1 . 00 7± . 3 3± 
4-7 1 /2 94± . OD± 44 1 . 00 so 1 . 00 6 . oo 
4-9 1 00± . 00± 25± . 6 7 7 5± 1 . 00 1 7 ±  . 67 ±  
4-10 1 /2 87 . 67 47± . 67 67± 1 . 0D 3 3 ±  1 . 00 
5-0 100 NA 60± NA 100 NA 60± NA 
± = Score s out of sequence with pattern . 
+ = Items that appear to be too easy .  * = Items that appear to be too difficult . 
L11 
I-' 
-Table 7C 
Summary of Language Subte st Items with Irregular Patterns of 
Difficulty Level and Discrimination Power Scores 
*Item 18 *Item 22 +Item 30 +Item 34 *Item 35 
Chronological 
Age DL DP DL DP DL DP DL DP DL DP 
Level Scores Score s Score s Scores Scores Score s Scores Score s Score s Scores 
3-0 100 NA 60 NA 20± NA 40 NA 0 NA 
3-1 1/2 100 . 00 86± ' . 67± 43 . 3 3 97± 1 . 00 14 . 3 3 
3-3 33± . 17 ±  67 . 67 17± - . 3 3 ±  0 . 00 0 . 00 
3-4 1/2 100 NA 25± NA 25 NA 2 5  NA 0 NA 
3-6 81± . 67 75± 1 . 00 63± 1 . 00 69± 1 . 00 6 ±  1 . 00 
3-7 1 / 2  88± . 3 3± 6 3 ±  . 67 56± 1 . 00 44± 1 . 00 0± . 00± 
3-9 91± . 33± 82± . 3 3± 7 3 ±  1 . 0 0 45 1 . 0 0 18 . 67 
3-10 1/2 9 3 ±  . 3 3± 79± . 67 7 9 ±  1 . 00 79± . 6 7 14± 1 . 00 
4-0 100 . 00 93± . 3 3± 93± . 3 3± 79 . 67 21± . 67 
4-1 1/2 100 . oo 9 5  . 3 3± 90 . 3 3± 7 5  . 3 3± 3 5 ±  . 67 
4-3 100 . oo 100 . 00 91  . 3 3± 73± . 67 45± 1 . 00 
4- 4 1/2 100 . 00 100 . 00 93± . 3 3± 64 . 67 43  1 . 00 
4-6 100 . 00 100 . oo 71  . 3 3± 36  . 67 36 . 3 3± 
4-7 1/2 100 . oo 94± . oo 100 . 0 0 94 . 3 3± 56± . 67 
4-9 97  . oo 97 . 00 97 . oo 8 3  . 00± 58± . 3 3 ±  
4-10 1/2 100 . o o 100 . 00 100 . 00 87± . 67 67 1 . 00 
5-0 100 NA 100 NA 100 NA 100 NA 100 NA 
± = Score s out of sequence with pattern . 
+ = Items that appear too easy . * = I tems that appear too difficult . 
*Item 3 9  
DL DP 
Score s Scores 
NA 
. 00 
. oo 
NA 
6± . 00± 
0± . 00± 
36 1 . 00 
14± 1 . 00 
1 4 ±  . 67 
35± . 6 7 
27 . 67 
29  . 67 
43  1 . 00 
7 2  . 6 7 
33± - . 3 3± 
60 1 . 00 
60  NA 
(J1 
N 
Table 8 
Comparative Mean Scores of Male s  and Females at Each 
Chronological Age Level 
Chronological PPDC Mean Mean Mean 
Age Developmental Cognitive Fine Motor Language 
Level Age Level Scores Scores Scores 
5.,.0 40 4 2 . 2  4 3 . 4  41 . 4  
4-1 0  1 /2 3 9  4 0 . 53 3 9 . 2 7 40 . 6  
4-9 38 3 7 . 67 3 9 . 3 3 37 . 5  
4-7  1 /2 37  3 8 . 0  38 . 0  40 . 94  
4-6 3 6  3 4 . 36 36 . 0  37 . 29 
4-4 1 /2 3 5  3 4 . 14 3 3 . 51 36 . 04 
4-3 34 3 2 . 27 3 5 .  7 2  35 . 18 
4 - 1  1 / 2 3 3  3 2 . 46 3 5 . 2 3 3 5 . 44 
4-0 32 3 2 . 0  3 3 . 21 3 5 . 36 
3-10 1/2 31 3 1 . 5 3 3 . 21 34 . 21 
3-9 3 0  3 0 . 36 3 0 . 0  3 2 . 55 
3-7 1/ 2 29  27 . 06 28 . 69 28 . 06 
3-6 2 8  2 6 . 56 27 . 6 3 29 . 31 
3-4 1 /2 2 7  2 5 . 67 27 . 5  24 . 2 5 
3-3  2 6  2 4 . 0  26 . 33 2 2 . 67 
3-1 1 /2 2 5  2 6 . 0  2 8 . 14 3 1 . 14 
3-0 24 2 2 . 6  2 2 . 6  2 5 . 6  
Total s 5 3 7 . 38 557 . 7 7  567 . 54 
5 3  
Total o f  
Mean 
Score s 
4 2 . 3 3 
4 0. . 1 3  
3 8 . 17 
3 8 . 98 
3 5 . 88 
3 4 . 56 
3 4 . 39 
3 4 . 3 8 
3 3 . 5 2 
3 2 . 97 
3 0 . 97 
2 7 . 94 
2 7 . 83 
2 5 . 81 
2 4 . 3 3 
2 8 . 4 3  
2 3 . 6  
5 54 . 2 2 
Chronological 
Age 
Level 
5-0 
4-10 1/2 
4-9 
4-7 1 /2 
4-6 
4-4 1/2 
4-3 
4-1 1/2 
4-0 
3-10 1/2 
3-9 
3-7 1/2 
3-6 
3-4 1/2 
3-3 
3-1 1/2 
3-0 
Totals 
Table 9 
Comparative Mean Scores of Mal e s  at Each 
Chronological Age Level 
PPDC Mean Mean Mean 
Developmental Cognitive Fine Motor Language 
Age Level Scores Scores Scores 
40 42 . 0  43 . 0  4 3 . 0  
3 9  3 7 . 8  37 . 2  37 . 0  
38 41 . 33 3 9 . 67 4 0 . 67 
37 37 . 89 36 . 89 40 . 2 2 
36 3 3 . 0  36 . 4 3  3 5 . 43 
3 5  30 . 67 32 . 2 2 3 4 . 67 
34 34 . 0  36 . 0  3 3 . 67 
3 3  29 . 0  31 . 63 31 . 25 
3 2  33 . 0  31 . 0  3 5 . 2  
3 1  30 . 38 3 3 . 2 5 3 5 . 38 
30 30 . 29 29 . 43 3 2 . 29 
2 9  24 . 22 28 . 11 27 . 6  
28 26 . 7  26 . 1  28 . 9  
27 25 . 67 27 . 67 2 5 . 0  
26 24 . 67 2 4 . 0  24 . 0  
2 5  23 . 67 28 . 0  29 . 33 
24 
504 . 29 5 20 . 6  5 3 3 . 61 
5 4  
Total of 
Mean 
Scores 
128 . 0  
112 . 0  
121 . 67 
115 . 0  
104 . 86 
97 . 56 
103 . 67 
91 . 88 
9 9 . 2  
99 . 01 
92 . 01 
79 . 93 
81 . 7 
78 . 34 
72 . 67 
81 . 0  
1 , 558 . 5  
'\ I 
Chronological 
Age 
Level 
5-0 
4-10 1 /2 
4-9 
4-7 1/ 2 
4-6 
4-4 1/ 2 
4-3 
4-1 1/ 2 
4-0 
3-10 1/2 
3-9 
3-7 l/ 2 
3-6 
3-4 1/ 2 
3-3 
3-1 1 /2 
3-0 
Totals 
Table 10 
Comparat ive Mei:in Scu:r. e s  o f  Female s  at Eac.:11 
Chronological Age Leve l 
PPDC Mean Mean Mean 
Deve lopmental Cognitive Fine Motor Language . 
Age Level Scores Score s Score s 
40 4 2 . 5  44 . 0  3 9 . 0  
39 41 . 9  4 0 . 3  4 2 . 4  
38 36 . 44 3 9 . 22 36 . 44 
3 7  3 8 . 11 39 . 11 41 . 67 
3 6  3 5 . 7 1 35 . 5 7  39 . 14 
3 5  3 7 . 6  34 . 8  3 7 . 4  
34  31 . 63 3 5 . 6 3 3 5 . 7 5 
3 3  3 5 . 9 2 3 8 . 83 3 9 . 58 
32  31 . 44 34 . 44 3 5 . 44 
31 3 3 . 0  3 3 . 17 3 2 . 67 
3 0  3 0 . 5  31 . 0  3 3 . 0  
29 3 0 . 71 29 . 5  28 . 71 
28  26 . 3 3 30 . 17 3 0 . 0  
27 19 . 0  27 . 0  22 . 0  
26 2 4 . 0  2 8 . 67 21 . 33 
25 27 . 75 28 . 25 32 . 5  
24 2 2 . 6  22 . 6  25 . 6  
54 5 . 14 5 7 2 . 26 5 7 2 . 6 3 
5 5  
Total o f  
Mean 
Score s 
125 . 5  
124 . 6  
112 . 1  
118 . 89 
110 . 42 
109 . 80 
103 . 01 
114 . 33 
1 01 . 32 
9 8 . 84 
94 . 5  
8 8 . 92 
86 . 5  
6 8 . 0  
7 4 . 0  
8 8 . 5  
7 0 . 8  
l', 690 . 0 3 
· � . ....................................................................... _.. ............................ .-................... --
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Table 1 1  
Summary o f  Subte sts Means and t-Value s 
Cognitive Fine Motor Language 
Mean Mean Mean 
Score s S core s Score s 
t-value s . 5 2 5  1 . 0 0 . 6 4 
Mean of male s  3 1 . 5 2 3 2 . 54 9 7 . 4 1 
Mean o f  Fema l e s  3 2 . 6 6 3 4 . 3 5 1 0 1 . 2 0 
Tabl e  1 2  
· Tabl e  o f  Pearson Correl ation Coe f f i cient S core s 
Cognitive Fine Motor Language 
Subtes t  Sub Les ·L Sub te st 
Mal e s  . 9 3 3  . 9 3 5  . 8 9 9  
Females . 9 1 8  . 9 5 1  . 8 5 1  
Mal e s  and Fema l e s  
Combined . 9 7 8  . 9 6 5  . 9 1 3  
/ 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
There has n ever been a formal stati s tic a l  study on the 
PPDC tes t  i tems to determine their val idity . Therefore , 
s c reen ing and referra l s  based on the te s t  scores were open 
for que s t ion prior to this s tudy . 
Literature supports the need and importance o f  a 
statistic a l  item ana lysis for evaluation of a te s t .  A 
review of the l i terature reveal s  that an item ana ly � i s  
generally inc lude s the c a lculation o f  di f f i c ulty leve l sc ores 
and discrimination power scores for each item . Although 
there are many comp lex formulas for item ana ly s i s , the 
outc ome o f  thes e  do not vary significantly f rom the 
s impler formulas ( Ahmann & G lock , 1 9 7 1 ) . 
Sununary 
An i tem ana l y s i s  was made on the PPDC Cogni tive , _ Fine 
Motor , and Language subte sts . The specific i tems that were 
ana lyzed inc l uded i tems 1 2  through 4 8  on each subtes t .  The 
tota l number o f  partic ipants in the s tudy wa s 2 0 2 , 1 0 7 were 
f emale and 95 were mal e . Fourteen percent o f  the sample 
were i denti f i ed as having a handicapping condition . 
5 7  
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The tests in the s tudy were placed in the same 1 7  
chrono logic al age leve l s  that the PPDC used for determin ing 
a chi ld ' s deve lopmenta l age ( s ee Tab l e  1 ) . 
Mean subte st scores were then c a lculated on a l l  three 
subtests in each c hrono logica l  age level for males , fema le s , 
and ma l e s / f ema les combined . 
Four t-te sts were ca lculated on the ma l e s  and fema l e s  
Cognitive , Fine Motor , and Language subte s t  mean scores 
and the tota l te s t  �ean score� . No statistica l ly s ignif icant 
difference ( . 0 5 leve l )  was found between the ma le and fema l e  
mean score s . 
High correlations were found between the obtained mean 
score s o f  each subte st and the PPDC deve lopmenta l age leve l s . 
The oorre lations for ma l e s  and females comb ined were . 9 7 8  
on the Cogn itive subte s t , . 96 5  on the F ine Motor subte s t , 
and . 9 1 3  on the Language subte s t . 
D i f f iculty level score s and disc rimination power scores 
were calculated for each i tem .  Pattern s  were examined and 
irregularitie s were found on f ive Cogn i tive subtest items , 
eight Fine Motor s ub te s t  i tems , and s ix Language subtest 
items . 
Conc lus ions and Recommendation s  
The PPDC �ppears to h ave very h igh interna l va lidity . 
D i f f iculty leve l score s and discrimination power scores 
showed c on s i stency . The ma le and fema l e  s c ores were s imi lar 
enough to remove maj or s ex b ias conc ern s about the three 
s ubte sts . 
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The PPDC developmental age scores at the back o f  the 
test seem to be cons istent with the sample ' s  mean chrono logi­
cal ages . The correlation s were high and showed a posit ive 
relationship . Thi s  indicates that the accura cy of a chi ld ' s  
Cognitive , Fine Motor , or Language deve lopmental age a s  
determined b y  the PPDC scores are good . 
The reader is reminded that a l l  the participant s  
in this s tudy were enro l led in Head Start progr�ms for 
Native American or Mex ican American children . Head S tart 
programs are f unded only for children from lower income 
f amilie s . A l l  o f  the participants in this s tudy , except for 
nine Mexican American s ,  l ived on tribal reservation lands . 
These reservations are located in rural area s of Ariz ona 
and Was hington state s . Therefore , the maj or ity of the 
population used for this interna l validation of the PPDC 
subte sts were from lower income , rura l areas . 
I t  is recommended that a few items rece ive minor 
revis ions .  Cognit ive subtest items that are recorrunended 
f or revision include items 1 8 , 2 1 , 2 7 , 2 9 ,  and 3 1 . F ine 
Motor subte s t  items tha t are recommended for revis ion 
include items 2 2 , 2 4 , 3 0 , 3 4 , 3 6 , 3 8 , 4 0 , and 4 6 . Language 
subtest items that are recommended for revis ion include 
i tems 1 8 , 2 2 , 3 0 , 3 4 , 35 , and 3 9 . 
I t  is a l so recommended that an item ana ly sis b e  made 
on the Gross Motor and S e l f  Help subtests o f  the PPDC . 
An item analysis on the other a ge s  included in the PPDC 
would be bene fic ial . The other age s  the PPDC screens are 
f rom birth to age 6 - 0 .  
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In summary , the PPDC appears to have good internal 
val idity and con s i s tent diff ic ul ty l evel and disc rimination 
power score s. No statistically s i gn i ficant sex dif ference s  
were · ·found . High correlations b e tween the obtained mean 
scores of the sample and the PPDC developmental age levels 
were � alculated which sub s tantiate s the PPDC's test re sults. 
O f  the 1 0 1  i tems that were analy z ed , only 1 9  are recommended 
f or minor revi s ion s . The writer would support the use of the 
PPDC a s  a pre scho ol sc reening tool for c hi l dren of the age s  
3-0 to 5 - 0 .  
; � . .  ... f � , ,._l- • <\. • • , .. • � • • 
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I c 1 2  
c 1 3  
c 1 4  
c 1 5  
c 1 6  
Cognitive Subte st 
Wi l l  unWL dp a. c ube u r  ::;1ua. l l  l.oy U1a.·t has been 
wrapped with a cloth or piece of tis sue . 
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Wi l l  correctly put a c ircle and square in a 3-shape 
formboard when given them one at a time and to ld 
"Put it in . "  ( See C 8 )  
Wil l  find two ob j ects at the same time ( two out o f  
three tria l s  that he / s he has seen the teacher 
hide . ( Se e  C 4 )  
Wi l l  sustain intere st for 2 minutes in look ing at 
picture s if they are n amed . 
Wil l  match two sets o f  l ike obj ects . 
block s , 3 crayons ,  3 c ars ) 
( Example :  3 
C 1 7  Will independently complete a 3- shape formboard that 
includes a circle , triangle , square . ( See C 8 )  
C 1 8  · Will count two obj ects s aying " one , two " when given 
two blocks or crayons e tc . , and told · " Count the 
b locks . "  
c 1 9  
c 2 0  
c 2 1  
c 2 2  
c 2 3  
c 2 4  
c 2 5  
c 2 6  
c 2 7  
Wil l  give one obj ect to teacher when shown several 
and told , " Give me one block . "  
Wi l l  stack f ive rings on a peg in order o f  s i z e . 
(Use graduated plastic rings } 
Will hold up correct number o f  f ingers to show age 
or say age when asked , " How old are you ? "  
Wil l  give one obj ec t , then g ive more than one obj ect 
when asked , " Give me more " ( See C 1 9 ) 
Wil l  s e le c t  the " bi g "  obj ec t  two con secutive times 
given a choice between a " big " obj ect and a 
s imi lar " littl e "  obj ect . 
Will match red , ye l low , and blue block s . 
Will try to right a famil iar picture i f  it is 
presented upside down . 
Will add o ne part to an incomplete man . ( Example : 
Draw a man and leave o f f  arm or leg . )  Credit for 
adding any part which c an be identi fied . 
Wi l l  rote count " 1 ,  2 ,  3 ,  4 ,  5 , " when told "Count 
to f ive . " 
c 2 8  
c 2 9  
c 3 0  
c 3 1  
c 3 2  
c 3 3  
c 3 4  
c 3 5  
c 3 6  
c 3 7  
c 3 8  
c 3 9  
c 4 0  
c 4 1  
c 4 2  
c 4 3  
W i l l  count " 1 ,  2 ,  3 , "  when given three blocks , 
crayons , etc . , and to ld " Count the b locks . "  ( S ee 
c 1 8 )  
Wil l  put two hal f-circl e s  together to form one 
complete circle when told " Put the se together to 
make a circle . "  
Will point two consecutive times to the longer 
o f  two l ines when asked "Wh ich is l onger ? " ( Turn 
paper around for second tria l )  
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Wi l l  name one o f  the fol lowing colors : red , yel low , 
blue , orange , green , purple , black , white . 
W i l l  name triangle , c irc le and square . 
Wi l l  draw a three part man ( he ad , body , and legs 
or arms ) when instruc ted " Dr aw a man . " ( See C 2 6 ) 
Wi l l  rote count to ten when told " Count to ten . "  
( Se e  C 2 7 )  
Wi l l  count four obj ects correctly twice when asked 
" Count the " and " How many are there ? "  
Wi l l  ident i fy which obj e c t  i s  heavier given two o f  
s imi l ar s i z e . ( See C 3 0 )  
Wi l l  identi fy the mi s s ing obj ec t  from a group o f  
three when the chi l d  i s  shown the group , the group 
i s  covered and one is removed . 
Wi l l  match 3 pairs o f  rel ated common obj ects or 
pictures such as sock and shoe ; toothbrush and 
toothpaste , etc . , when asked "Which ones go 
together ? "  
Wi l l  name four color s . ( Se e  C 3 1 )  
W i l l  identify which p icture s are the same and 
d i f f erent g iven two s ame , one d i f ferent . (Examp l e : 
picture s o f  two ball s ,  one car ) 
W i l l  show right hand two consecut ive time s when a sked 
" Show me your r i ght hand . "  (Do the tri a l s  separate ly ) 
Wi l l  f ind and put given and l a s t  name in order , with 
two distractors . 
Wi l l  identify numera l s  1 - 1 0  p resented randomly , when 
asked , "What numeral i s  thi s ? "  
c 4 4  
c 4 5  
c 4 6  
c 4 7  
c 4 8  
Wil l  name e i ght o f  the following colors : red , 
yel low , blue , green , orange , purp le , bl ack , white , 
brown . ( S ee C 3 1 )  
Wi l l  match all capital l etter s to the ir lower case 
forms . 
Wi l l  form a rectangle from two triangu l ar cards 
a fter being shown a whole rectang l e . 
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Wi l l  match the printed color words red , b lue , yel low , 
orange , purple , green , b l ack and white to the same 
printed color words . 
Wi l l  name the days o f  the week in s equence . 
Fine Motor Subtest 
FM 12 Will put four rings on a peg in no orde r . 
FM 1 3  W i l l  build a tower o f  four blocks in imitation . 
FM 1 4  
FM 1 5  
FM 1 6  
FM 1 7  
FM 1 8  
FM 1 9  
FM 2 0  
FM 2 1  
FM 2 2  
Wil l  draw a vertical l ine i n  imitation . 
Wil l  string three l arge beads in imitation . 
Wi l l  fol d  a piece o f  paper . 
Wi l l  imitate circu l ar s troke s . 
W i l l  imitate vertical and hori z ontal crayon stroke s .  
( S e e  FM 1 4 )  
Wil l  snip paper with s c i s sor s , not nece s sar i ly 
accuratel y . 
Wil l  imitate building a train with four blocks . 
Wi l l  build a tower o f  s even blocks after being shown 
a tower of three block s . ( See FM 1 3 )  
W i l l  hold a crayon with f ingers rather than the 
whol e  hand . 
FM 2 3  Wi l l  build a bridge o f  three blocks in imitation . 
FM 2 4  W i l l  imitate a "V"  crayon stroke , us ing one or two 
movements . 
FM 2 5  W i l l  p a s te using pointer f inger . 
on ) 
( p aper must stay 
FM 2 6  W i l l  string at least four 1 / 2 "  beads . ( See FM 1 5 )  
FM 2 7  Wi l l  copy a circle , any closed curved line 
acceptable . 
FM 2 8  Wil l  trace over a cro s s  made by teacher . 
FM 2 9  Wi l l  complete a s ix-piece puz z l e . 
FM 3 0  Wi l l  trace over a di amond made by teache r . 
FM 3 1  Wi l l  fold a piece o f  paper both vertically and 
hori z ontal ly in imitation . ( See FM 1 6 )  
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FM 3 2  Wi l l  copy a cros s , with instruct ion s ,  " Make one l ike 
this . "  
FM 3 3  Wil l  write with a penci l ,  ho lding it l ike an adult 
in a digital grasp . 
FM 34 W i l l  make recogni z able copies o f  five d i f ferent 
printed c ap i tal l etters . ( Ex amp l e s : X ;  L ;  T ;  H ;  
I ;  V ;  C ;  E ;  F ;  0 )  
FM 3 5  Wi l l  c o l o r  within the lines of a 5 "  d i ameter c ircle . 
1''M 3 6  
FM 3 7  
FM 3 8  
FM 3 9  
FM 4 0  
FM 4 1  
FM 4 2  
FM 4 3  
FM 4 4  
FM 4 5  
W i l l  draw a line between two para llel hori zontal 
l ines 1 / 2 " apart . 
W i l l  copy a square . 
W i l l  draw a simple house with door , roof and 
window . 
Wi l l  fold a 6 "  square paper in imitation to make a 
triang l e . 
Wi l l  cut with s c i s sors fol lowing a l ine . 
W i l l  copy a triang l e . 
Wi l l  c opy first name . 
Will cut out a diamond from paper , cutting between 
l ines 1 / 4 " apart . 
W i l l  copy at least two short words other than own 
name . ( S �e FM 32 ) 
Wi l l  wri te nume ra l s  one to ten in order when told , 
"Write the numeral s  from 1 to 1 0 . "  
----------------------- · -- - -
) 
FM 4 6  Wi ll draw upon request , two of the fol lowing : 
circ l e , square , rectangle , triangle .  ( See FM 2 7 , 
3 7 , 4 1 )  
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FM 4 7  Wi l l  print whole name with reasonable accuracy upon 
r eques t . ( See FM 4 2 )  
FM 4 8  W i l l  copy a rectangle with a diagonal l ine . 
Language Subte st 
EL 12 W i l l  n ame ten fami l i ar p ictures . ( See EL 1 1 )  
EL 1 3  Wil l  ask for wants by naming obj ects such as bott l e , 
milk , water , etc . ( See EL 1 1 )  
EL 1 4  Wi l l  s ay first name when asked "What i s  your n ame ? "  
EL 1 5  W i l l  combine a noun and verb such as " Daddy go , "  
" Mama e at , " etc . 
RL 1 6  Wi l l  point to at least four obj ects in a p icture 
when asked one at a time , " Show me the " 
RL 1 7  Wi l l  point t o  s ix body parts when asked "Where i s  
your ? I I  
RL 1 8  Wi l l  f o l l ow 3 single commands us ing 3 of the fol lowing 
prepo s itions : unde r , over , in , on , bes ide , next to . 
( Examp l e : Put the block under the cup . ) 
RL 1 9  Wi l l  c arry out two re lated d irection s , l ike ." Go get 
the book and bring it to me . 11 
EL 2 0  Wil l  use one o f  the fo l lowing pronouns :  me , mine , 
I ,  you . 
EL 2 1  Wi l l  u s e  three-word sentences .  
EL 2 2  Wil l  n ame two common obj ects when given the ir function . 
( Examp l e : Whi ch one do we write with? Which one 
do we read ? , e tc . ) 
EL 2 3  Wil l  repeat two numbers in sequence . 
4 , 1 ;  5 , 9 ) 
( Examp l e : 
EL 2 4  Wi l l  te l l  correct sex when asked : 
a gir l ? "  
" Are you a boy or 
EL 25 Wi l l  g ive first and last name whe n  a sked , "What is 
your whol e  name ? "  ( See EL 1 4 )  
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RL 2 6  Wi l l  c arry out two unrel ated conunands such as : 
" Hop up and down , then go c lose the door . "  ( S ee 
RL 1 9 )  
EL 2 7  Wi l l  use a four-word sentence whi le talking . ( S ee 
EL 2 1 )  
El 2 8  . wi l l  u se simple plural s correctly , such a s  block� , 
toy s , etc . 
EL 2 9  Wi l l  an swer appropriate ly , 2 of the fol lowing : "What 
do we do when we ' re thirsty? What do we do when 
we ' re col d ?  What do we do when we ' re hungry ? 
El 3 0  Wi l l  n ame two out of three actions u s ing picture s or 
bodily movement s such as walking , s leeping , j umping , 
eating , e tc . 
RL 3 1  Wi l l  give three obj e cts out of the f ive that are 
before him on the tab le when asked " Give me the 
---- , the , and the 
11  
EL 32 Wi l l  name and talk about a drawing he /she has done . 
EL 3 3  Wi l l  r epeat a s ix-word sentence correctly . ( Example : 
The boy i s  going to bed . He is going to p l ay 
outs ide . )  
EL 3 4  Wi l l  an swer three que s tions about him/her self . 
( Examp l e : What do you l ike to play with ? What did 
you eat for lunch ? 
RL 3 5  Wi l l  imitate clapping rhythms 2 out o f  3 trial s . 
( Examp l e : 1-1-1 , 1 - 1 1 )  
RL 3 6  Wi l l  c arry out three unrel ated directions i n  order 
and on reque s t . ( Example : " Shut the door , pick up 
the book , and turn around . " ) 
EL 3 7  Wi l l  answer appropriately three of the following 
" Why do we have books , hous e s , eye s , ears ? "  
EL 3 8  Wi l l  an swer appropriately to "What do you do at 
nigh t ?  during the day ? ( See EL 2 9 )  
EL 3 9  Wi l l  be abl e  to use at least 3 descriptive words 
( ex : name ; color ; shape ; s i z e ; function ) to describe 
an obj ect when to ld " Te l l  me about thi s . "  and "Tell 
me more . " 
EL 4 0  Wi l l  complete two out of three o f  the fo l l owing 
analogies : " Brother i s  a boy , si ster i s  a 
" Smoke goes up , rain come s " " A  rabbit is 
fast , a turtle is  " 
" 
EL 4 1  Will rete l l  at least 3 events from a short story 
which has been to ld or read to him/her . 
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RL 4 2  Wi l l  po int to the following body parts : head , neck , 
arm , hand , e lbow , wrist , f inger , leg , knee , ankle , 
foot , toe . { S ee RL 1 7 )  
EL 4 3  Wil l  repeat four numbers in sequence two ·· consecutive 
t imes . { S ee EL 2 3 )  
RL 4 4  Will fol low s ingle commands u s ing 1 8  o f  the fo llowing 
prepositions : top , bottom , on , under , ove r , between , 
be s ide , behind , next , in , out , up , down , near , far , 
in front o f , be fore , a fter , inside , outs ide . { See 
RL 1 8 )  
EL 4 5  Will tell an understandab le s tory us ing complete 
s entence s  when shown a sequence o f  three picture s . 
EL 4 6  Wi l l  name a penny , nicke l , dime when shown and asked , 
"What i s  thi s ? "  
EL 4 7  Will te l l  what i s  wrong with a s tatement such as : 
" I  r ide to school on a T .  V . " " r  cook dinner on the 
bed . " Whe n  instructed "Te l l  me what is wrong with 
what I say . " 
EL 4 8  Will s ay the oppo s ites o f  four o f  the following 
when asked "What is the oppo s ite of big ( l ittle ) , 
heavy ( l ight) , soft { hard ) , backwards ( forwards ) , 
rough { smooth ) ? 
":U· --------------------------
APPENDIX B 
COVER LETTER , SURVEY FORM , AND FOLLOW-UP LETTER 
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Dear 
It is our understanding that you have used or may be currently us ing the 
Pro j ect Pa latisha Deve lopmental Checkl ist (PPDC ) for testing purpo ses in 
your preschoo l program . The PPDC is an ins trument whose us e has become 
increas ingly prevalent among .Native American , Native Alaskan , and 
Migrant preschool programs throughout the United States . 
In order to i nsure that the most appropriate , non-biased assessment 
methods are bein g  used when planning educational programs for our 
children , an activity is being planned that wi ll result in an updated 
revised edition of the PPDC . This wi l l  enhance your program ' s  testing 
procedures and continue to ensure quality educational p lanning . 
The planned activity i s  one that I am undertaking , with the as si stance of 
Jackie Walker (As s i s tant Superintendent , Yakima Tribal Schoo l ) . I wil l  be 
inve stigating the internal validity of the PPDC and working on the 
subsequenct revision o f  the in strumen t .  The Yakima Tribal School and 
Central Washington Univers ity Education Department have both endorsed 
this activity and are lending advi sement , support and computer time to 
conduct this extensive research activity . 
Your help i s  being reque sted . The first step in conducting the research 
is to gather as many copies of completed and scored PPDCs as soon as 
po s s ible . The fnc::n s  of thr. activity wi l l  be on only the Cognition , Fine 
Motor , and Language portions of the i nstrument . Thi s i s  because thes e  
are the areas most frequently admini stered. The t a s k  i s  t o  collect 
as many checkl ists as might be available dating as far back as five 
ye ars ( s in ce 1 97 6 ) . 
We are r equesting that you send a blind c opy (one wi th the child ' s  
name deleted) o f  the actual scored s ections for Cognition , Fine Motor , 
and Language for children ranging in age from two years-six months 
through five years . Each chi ld should have been within thi s  age 
range at the t ime of te sting . No names or other personally identifiable 
in formation should be inc luded . Thi s is to ensure that confidentiality 
is maintained .  
Each check l i s t  sent should inc lude information that will help explain 
the performance leve l of each child. I have typed thi s on a separate 
page so that i t  can be xeroxed , complete d , and attached to each PPDC 
you send. 
I would like to thank you ,  in advance , for responding to this effort . 
Please call me at ( 5 0 9 )  963-22 31 or ( 5 0 9 )  963- 3426 i f  you have any 
que s tions or sugge stions regarding thi s matter . 
S incerely , 
Kitty Hol low 
FORM FOR THE INTERNAL VALIDATION STUDY OF THE 
PROJECT PALATISHA DEVELOPMENTAL CHECKLIST 
Please attach a copy of this form to every scored checklist that you 
send . Complete the information on this form and mail to : 
Kitty Hollow 
Spec ial Education Dept . 
Black Hall 
Central Washington University 
Ellensburg , WA 98926 
1 .  Child ' s  birthdate : ___ ! / __ _ 
2 .  
3 .  
4 . 
Child ' s  sex : 
Date ( s) test was 
pre-te st 
(mo) 
post-test 
( i f  given ) (mo) 
I 
I 
(mo ) (day) (yr ) 
male female 
administered : 
I 
(day) (yr) 
I 
(day) (yr) 
Ethnic Background of Chi ld : 
Tribe : 
Alaskan Corporation : 
Anglo Hispanic Asian American 
------
Other : 
5 .  Was child identified as handicapped? 
----'ye s  no 
Choose one : 
before the PPDC was admini stered 
---
after the PPDC was administered 
---
child was referred but determined not handicapped 
---
7 5  
6 .  If the child was determined handicapped , what was the identified 
handicapping condition? 
�.  
January 2 � ,  1 9 8 2  
Dear 
Attached is a c opy of a letter I sent to you a few 
weeks ago . I am s ending you another copy in c a se you did 
not receive the previous letter . It is c onc e rning the 
revi s 1on of the Proj ect Palati sha Deve lopment Chec k l i st 
( PPDC ) . I f  you would like the tribal members or other 
chi ldren in your program to be represented in the PPDC 
revis ion please contac t me by February 1 2 th if you have 
not a lre ady done so . 
With s incere thank s , 
Kitty Ho l low 
7 6  
APPENDI X  C 
LI ST OF PARTICIPANTS ' COGNITIVE , F INE MOTOR , 
AND LANGUAGE SUBTEST RAW SCORE S BY 
CHRONOLOGI CAL AGE LEVEL 
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APPENDIX C 
LI ST OF PART I CI PANTS ' COGN I T IVE , FINE MOTOR , 
AND LANGUAGE SUBTEST RAW SCORE S  BY 
CHRONOLOGI CAL AGE LEVEL 
C o gn itive Fine Motor Language 
S ubtest Subte st S ubte s t  
S cores Scores S cores 
Chronologica l  
Age Male Female Male Female Male Female 
3 - 0  2 9  2 4  3 2  
1 6  2 3  2 3  
2 3  2 4  2 3  
2 9  2 9  3 2  
* 1 6  * 1 3  * 1 8  
3 - 1  1 /2 2 5  2 7  2 6  2 6  3 0  2 9  
2 5  2 7  3 1  2 6  3 4  2 9  
2 1  3 1  2 7  3 4  2 4  4 0  
2 6  2 7  3 2  
* 1 2  * 1 9  * 1 1  
3 - 3  * 2 1  * 2 1  * 1 4  * 2 8  * 2 3  * 1 7  
* 2 6  2 8  * 2 3  3 1  * 2 4  2 8  
2 7  2 3  3 5  2 7  2 4  1 9  
3 - 4  1 / 2 2 4  1 9  2 7  2 7  2 2  2 2  
2 7  3 0  3 0  
2 6  2 6  2 3  
3 -6  3 0  3 1  3 0  3 6  3 2  3 4  
2 7  2 0  2 4  3 0  2 9  2 5  
* 2 8  2 9  * 2 5  2 7  * 2 1  3 7  
2 3  2 5  2 6  3 5  2 6  3 2  
* 1 5 2 2  * 2 2  2 0  * 1 0  2 0  
* = Handicappe d . 
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APPENDIX C ( continued) 
Cognitive Fine Motor Language 
Subte s t  Subtest Subte st 
Scores S core s Score s 
Chronologic ai 
Age Male Female Male Femal e  Male Female 
3 - 6  2 1  3 1  2 6  3 3  3 1  3 2  
( continued } 2 9  3 0  3 4  
2 0  2 5  3 2  
4 5  3 0  4 3  
2 9  2 3  3 1  
3-7 1 / 2 2 8  3 7  3 0  3 1  1 9  3 9  
1 6  3 8  2 1  2 7  2 3  3 1  
3 0  3 1  2 7  3 9  3 2  3 0  
* 1 7  2 9  * 2 6  3 1  * 2 4  2 1  
2 5  2 6  3 6  2 5  3 2  2 4  
3 0  2 6  2 8  1 9  3 5  2 2  
2 8  * 2 8  3 3  * 3 4  3 5  * 34 
2 6  2 7  2 6  
* 1 8  * 2 5  * 2 4  
3 - 9  2 5  2 7  2 6  3 3  2 4  3 4  
1 6  4 3  2 1  3 5  2 3  4 2  
3 0  * 2 4  3 1  * 2 1  2 8  * 2 4  
3 9  2 8  4 4  3 5  4 6  3 2  
3 7  2 7  3 8  
2 8  3 2  3 7  
3 7  2 5  3 0  
3 - 1 0  1 / 2 3 1  3 8  3 4  3 4  3 4  3 8  
2 9  * 2 7  2 9  * 3 2  3 4  * 2 2  
2 8  3 3  2 8  3 7  3 3  3 5  
2 7  4 1  3 4  3 4  4 4  3 7  
8 0  
APPEND IX C ( continued} 
� 
Cognitive Fine Motor Language 
Subte s t  Subte s t  Subtes t  
Scores Score s Score s 
Chronologic al 
Age Male Female Male Femal e  Male Femal e  
3 - 1 0  1 / 2 3 8  3 8  3 4  3 5  3 4  4 0  
( continued ) 3 6  2 1  3 8  2 7  3 9  2 4  
* 2 5  * 3 7  * 3 8  
* 2 9  * 3 2  * 2 7  
4 - 0  * 2 6  2 5  * 2 6  2 7  * 2 3  3 0  
4 3  2 3  3 7  3 8  4 1  3 2  
2 9  2 8  3 2  3 3  3 4  2 8  
3 1  3 0  3 0  3 2  3 3  3 9  
3 6  4 3  3 0  4 0  4 5  4 2  
3 6  3 5  3 7  
3 1  3 6  3 9  
3 1  3 3  4 2  
3 6  3 6  3 0  
4 - 1  1 / 2 3 2  2 9  3 1  3 9  3 2  3 7  
2 8  3 9  2 9  4 5  3 0  4 2  
* 2 1  3 9  * 2 6  3 8  * 1 9  4 2  
2 8  3 5  3 2  4 1  3 2  4 1  
3 1  4 0  2 9  4 2  3 4  3 9  
* 3 3  4 0  * 3 2  4 1  * 3 1  4 1  
2 8  4 0  3 3  3 6  3 2  3 9  
3 1  3 8  4 1  3 5  4 0  4 7  
2 8  3 4  3 9  
3 0  3 6  3 3  
3 8  3 9  3 9  
3 5  4 0  3 6  
8 2  
APPENDIX C ( conti nued) 
Cognitive Fine Motor Language 
Subte st Subte s t  Subte s t  
Scores Scores Scores 
Chronological 
Age Male Female Male Female Male F emale 
4 - 7  1 / 2 3 7  4 2  3 8  4 4  4 1  4 4  
(continued}  * 2 4  4 0  * 3 3  4 4  * 3 4 4 6  
3 8  3 5  3 8  3 6 4 1  3 8  
4 4  4 6  3 9  4 4  4 3  4 6  
4 2  3 1  4 4  3 8  4 1  4 6  
3 7  4 1  3 4  4 0  4 4  4 1  
3 7  2 9  3 1  3 3  4 1  3 3  
4 0  4 2  4 2  4 0  4 3  4 3  
4 - 9  3 9  - 3 8  4 0  3 8  3 8  3 7  
4 1  * 3 3  3 8  * 3 4 4 3  * 3 1  
4 4  3 7  4 1  3 5  4 1  4 0  
3 1  3 7  3 6  
4 2  3 8  4 0  
* 19 * 3 5  * 1 6  
4 4  4 6  4 4  
4 4  4 6  4 1  
'1 0  4 4  4 1  
4 - 1 0  1 / 2  * 3 0 4 7  * 2- 9  4 5  * 2 9  4 7  
4 0  4 6  4 2  4 4  3 7  4 4  
3 9  3 9  2 8  3 1 3 1  3 3  
4 2  3 9  4 6  3 6  4 6  4 1  
38  4 0  4 1  3 6  4 2  4 1  
* 3 8  * 3 9  * 4 3  
4 5  4 2  4 5  
4 3  4 2  4 0  
APPENDIX C ( Co ntinued } 
Chronological · 
Cognitive· 
Subtes t  
Scores 
Age Male Female 
4 - 10 1 / 2  
( continued ) 
5- 0 4 2  
4 2  
4 2  
4 0  
4 2  
4 4  .. 
4 1  
Fine Motor 
Subtes t  ' 
Scores 
Mal e  Female 
4 1  
4 7  
4 4  4 4  
39· 4 �  
4 6  
83 
Language 
Subtes t  
Scores 
Male 
4 3  
Female 
44 
4 6  
4 1  
4 0  37  
46 
